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DUCK  FEEDING  AND  DUCK  STAMP  LEGISLATION 


THURSDAY,  JUNE  6,  1957 

Fish  and  Wildlife  Subcommittee  of  the 
Committee  on  Merchant  Marine  and  Fisheries, 

Washington,  D.  C. 

The  committee  met  at  10  a.  m.,  Hon.  Frank  Boykin  (subcommittee 
chairman)  presiding. 

Mr.  Boykin.  The  subcommittee  has  three  bills  for  consideration 

today. 

"The  first,  IT.  B.  6959,  would  authorize  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior 
to  secure  grain  not  suitable  for  human  consumption  for  feeding  wild¬ 
life  where  natural  food  is  scarce.  At  present  such  authority  exists  to 
utilize  such  grain  to  protect  croplands  but  does  not  extend  to  situations 
involving  protection  of  the  birds. 

(The  bill  referred  to  is  as  follows :) 

[H.  R.  6959,  85th  Cong.,  1st  sess.] 

A  BILL  To  authorize  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  to  cooperate  with  Federal  and  non- 

Federal  agencies  in  the  augmentation  of  natural  food  supplies  for  migratory  waterfowl 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  of  the  United  States 
of  America  in  Congress  assembled,  That,  for  the  purpose  of  assuring  a  sufficient 
food  supply  for  migratory  birds  by  augmenting  available  sources  where  eondi- 
ions  warrant  such  action,  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  shall  make  avail¬ 
able  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  such  wheat,  corn,  or  other  grains,  acquired 
trough  price  support  operations  and  certified  by  the  Commodity  Credit  Corpora- 
tion  to  be  available  for  purposes  of  this  Act  or  in  such  condition  through 
spoilage  or  deterioration  as  not  to  be  desirable  for  human  consumption,  as  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior  shall  requisition  pursuant  to  section  2  hereof.  With 
respect  to  any  grain  thus  made  available,  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation 
may  pay  packaging,  transporting,  handling,  and  other  charges  up  to  the  time 
of  delivery  to  one  or  more  designated  locations  in  each  State. 

fcf?EC.  2.  Upon  a  finding  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  that  the  supply  of 
"gratory  birds  is  threatened  by  lack  of  sufficient  food,  the  Secretary  of  the  In¬ 
terior  is  hereby  authorized  and  directed  to  requisition  from  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  and  to  make  available  to  Federal,  State,  or  local  govern¬ 
mental  bodies  or  officials,  or  to  private  organizations  or  persons,  such  grain 
acquired  by  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  through  price-support  operations 
in  such  quantities  and  subject  to  such  regulations  as  the  Secretary  determines 
will  most  effectively  augment  normal  food  supplies  along  the  routes  of  the 
usual  flight  patterns. 

Sec.  3.  With  respect  to  all  grain  made  available  pursuant  to  section  2,  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation  shall  be  reimbursed  by  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior  for  its  expenses  in  packaging  and  transporting  such  grain  for  purposes 
of  this  Act. 

Sec.  4.  There  are  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  such  sums  as  may 
be  necessary  to  reimburse  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  for  its  investment 
in  the  grain  transferred  pursuant  to  this  Act. 

Mr.  Boykin.  We  have  as  our  first  witness  Mr.  Lansing  A.  Parker, 
Assistant,  Director,  Bureau  of  Sport  Fisheries  and  Wildlife,  Depart¬ 
ment  of  the  Interior. 
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STATEMENT  OF  LANSING  A.  PARKER,  ASSISTANT  DIRECTOR, 
BUREAU  OF  SPORT  FISHERIES  AND  WILDLIFE,  DEPARTMENT  OF 
THE  INTERIOR 


Mr.  Parker.  I  came  into  my  present  position  about  6  weeks  ago, 
so  I  am  not  entirely  familiar  with  all  tlie  details  of  the  operations. 

I  am  asking  the  indulgence  of  the  committee  to  read  a  prepared  state¬ 
ment.  . 

The  purpose  of  this  bill  is  to  make  available  certain  wheat,  corn, 
and  other  grains  to  augment  the  food  supply  for  migratory  birds. 

This  grain  would  be  made  available  by  the  Commodity  Credit  Cor¬ 
poration  to  Federal,  State,  local  governmental  bodies  or  officials,  or 
private  organizations  or  persons,  upon  determination  that  the  supply 
of  migratory  birds  is  threatened  by  lack  of  sufficient  food. 

The  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  would  be  reimbursed  by  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior  for  expenses  in  packaging  and  transporting 
this  grain.  ^ 

The  act  further  authorizes  funds  to  be  appropriated  as  may  be(j 
necessary  to  reimburse  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  for  its^ 
investment  in  the  grain  transferred  pursuant  to  this  act. 

While  a  casual  review  of  the  purposes  of  this  bill  discloses  worthy 
objectives  we  believe  that  careful  study  will  reveal  that  there  are 
important  ramifications  which  could  be  of  major  concern  to  the  Depart¬ 
ment  and  to  the  Congress.  Since  the  Department  has  not  submitted 
a  report  on  this  proposed  legislation  the  opinions  expressed  here  are 
those  of  the  Bureau  of  Sport  Fisheries  and  Wildlife. 

The  scope  of  the  bill  is  quite  extensive  since  it  refers  to  the  possibility 
of  augmenting  the  food  supply  of  migratory  birds  such  as  waterfowl, 
shore  birds,  and  insectivorous  birds,  and  not  to  any  specific  segment 
of  our  migratory  bird  resources.  It  further  authorizes  the  Secretary 
of  the  Interior,  upon  a  finding  that  the  supply  of  migratory  birds  is 
threatened  by  a  lack  of  food  to  make  grain  available  to  Federal,  State, 
local  governmental  bodies  or  officials,  private  organizations  and  per¬ 
sons.  Thus  the  distribution  outlets  encompass  practically  every  seg¬ 
ment  of  the  population. 

With  such  wide  latitude  the  Bureau  visualizes  the  possibility  of  un¬ 
known  numbers  of  individuals,  clubs,  and  governmental  units  making-j 
application  to  the  Secretary  for  grain  when  for  any  reason  there  apt  J 
pears  to  be  a  shortage  of  food  or  a  posible  shortage  of  food  for  migra¬ 
tory  birds.  All  costs  involved  in  the  distribution  of  grain  would  be 
paid  by  the  Department  of  the  Interior,  either  out  of  existing  funds 
or  out  of  funds  that  would  have  to  be  specifically  appropriated  by 
Congress  for  this  purpose. 

In  our  opinion  this  legislation  is  not  needed.  To  the  best  of  our 
knowledge,  there  are  no  recorded  instances  in  the  United  States  of 
deaths  in  migratory  birds  due  primarily  to  starvation.  If  this  bill  . 
were  enacted  into  law  there  would  undoubtedly  be  many  instances 
where  food  supplies  for  migratory  birds  would  be  augmented  to  hold 
the  birds  longer  in  a  particular  locality.  A  situation  of  this  kind 
would  come  about  in  almost  any  area  where  concentrations  of  birds 
are,  found.  It  is  the  habit  of  these  birds  to  move  from  the  breeding 
grounds  to  the  wintering  grounds,  feeding  as  they  go,  and  often  using 
the  greater  part  of  the  available  food  in  certain  localities.  When 
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this  occurs  it  can  be  assumed  that  the  birds  move  to  other  feeding- 
areas  where  food  is  more  abundant.  We  believe  any  widespread 
feeding  program  such  as  is  envisioned  under  this  bill  would  disrupt 
the  orderly  migration  habits  of  these  birds  and  could  result  in  holding 
them  in  certain  areas  for  abnormally  long  periods  of  time.  In  the 
case  of  waterfowl,  this  could  greatly  reduce  the  number  of  these  birds 
in  southern  wintering  areas. 

This  is  just  one  of  the  possible  abuses  that  could  occur,  even  though 
the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  would  make  every  effort  to  eliminate  the 
improper  use  of  this  grain.  Once  grain  has  been  allotted  to  any  group 
or  individual,  however,  it  would  be  almost  impossible  to  control  the 
handling  of  that  grain. 

Coupled  with  the  undesirable  practice  of  delaying  migration  is  the 
very  obvious  possibility  that  this  grain  might  be  channeled  for  per¬ 
sonal  use  once  it  had  been  delivered.  This  personal  use  includes  such 
things  as  feeding  livestock  and  poultry,  and,  in  addition,  the  luring 
and  attracting  of  birds  into  hunting  areas.  Under  the  guise  of  feeding 
these  birds  the  unscrupulous  hunter  could  use  this  grain  as  bait  to 
bring  the  birds  to  him  and  thus  enhance  his  hunting  opportunity  far 
beyond  the  opportunity  of  the  legal  hunter. 

Actually  the  authority  provided  in  this  legislation  is  unnecessary, 
since  the  Bureau  now  has  the  authority  to  distribute  feed  to  migratory 
birds  if  there  is  a  need  for  this  practice,  and  there  have  been  instances 
where  grain  has  been  distributed  as  an  adjunct  to  a  depredations-con- 
trol  program.  A  limited  supply  of  grain  is  maintained  at  some  of  the 
game  refuges  to  meet  this  need  and  there  have  been  cases  when  local 
purchases  of  grain  became  necessary  in  carrying  out  the  depredations 
program.  In  addition,  the  84th  Congress  through  Public  Law  654 
has  made  available  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  spoiled  grain  to 
alleviate  depredations.  Provisions  of  this  law  are  very  similar  to  the 
provisions  of  IT.  It.  6959  except  that  the  use  is  limited  to  depredations 
control  under  Public  Law  654. 

As  a  result  of  our  experience  with  Public  Law  654  we  have  attempted 
to  visualize  the  manpower  needs  under  the  much  more  extensive  cov¬ 
erage  provided  in  H.  It.  6959.  Obviously,  the  law-enforcement  agents 
of  the  Bureau  would  be  called  upon  to  bear  the  brunt  of  the  load  since 
they  are  distributed  throughout  the  country.  These  men  would,  of 
necessity,  be  required  to  investigate  every  request  for  grain  for  the  pur¬ 
pose  specified  in  II.  It.  6959.  The  duties  of  these  agents  have  been 
extended  gradually  throughout  the  years  until  they  are  now  carrying- 
responsibilities  beyond  anything  that  was  anticipated  even  a  few  years 
ago,  and  it  follows  that  either  these  men  would  have  to  be  diverted 
from  other  important  duties  or  else  additional  agents  would  have  to 
be  employed.  In  our  opinion  the  latter  alternative  would  have  to  be 
followed  if  we  render  the  service  that  would  be  required  by  the  people. 

This,  of  course,  leads  to  the  probable  cost  of  this  extended  program. 
Here,  again,  our  experience  under  Public  Law  654  may  be  used  as  a 
criterion.  We  found  that  two  carloads  of  grain  obtained  from  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation  under  Public  Law  654  cost  approxi¬ 
mately  $735,  which  included  transportation,  bags,  and  packaging  for 
shipment.  This  did  not  include  the  cost  of  handling  and  transporta¬ 
tion  from  the  railway  delivery  point  to  the  various  locations  in  which 
the  grain  was  finally  distributed.  I  am  sure  you  realize  that  this  trans- 
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portation  from  the  point  of  delivery  to  the  point  of  distribution  could 
be  a  sizable  item  in  view  of  the  remote  areas  frequented  by  migratory 
birds. 

In  addition  to  the  actual  transportation  costs  involved,  we  must 
add  the  salaries  of  personnel  handling  the  arrangements,  both  in 
the  office  and  in  the  field.  This  would  include  administrative  costs 
in  the  regional  office  and  in  the  Washington  office,  travel  expense 
for  the  field  men,  and  capital  outlay  for  equipment  necessary  to 
transport  grain.  It  is  our  opinion  that,  with  the  passage  of  this 
legislation,  we  will  need  10  additional  agents  whose  services  would  be 
chargeable  to  this  program.  This  additional  cost  alone  would  amount 
to  more  than  $100,000  per  year. 

In  summary,  therefore,  the  Bureau  takes  the  position  that  there 
is  not  noAv,  and  will  not  be  in  the  foreseeable  future,  a  need  for  arti¬ 
ficial  feeding  of  migratory  birds  on  the  broad  scale  and  for  the 
purpose  envisioned  in  H.  B,  6959.  We  are  of  the  opinion  that,  even 
under  optimum  circumstances,  abuses  and  irregularities  would  result. 
And,  lastly,  we  believe  that  the  additional  expense  to  the  Government 
in  terms  of  manpower  and  cost  of  handling  and  transportation  would 
be  extremely  costly  and  not  commensurate  with  foreseeable  benefits. 

Mr.  Boykin.  This  is  Mrs.  Sullivan’s  bill,  of  St.  Louis,  Mo.  I  think 
well  of  it  because  we  have  so  much  grain  and  we  are  giving  it  to  every¬ 
body  else  all  over  the  earth.  It  seems  to  me  that  it  would  be  better 
to  give  it  to  our  own  people,  especially  in  places  where  it  is  hard  to 
get.  They  might  get  some  birds  into  their  part  of  the  country. 

Mr.  Dingell  and  I  have  been  talking  about  this.  He  has  letters, 
and  so  have  I,  from  different  people  over  the  country.  They  are  very 
anxious  about  it.  Here  is  a  telegram  that  I  have  from  St.  Louis.  I 
just  received  it  this  morning.  It  is  from  the  Missouri  Duck  Hunters 
Association.  It  reads : 

The  Missouri  Duck  Hunters  Association,  because  of  serious  shortage  of  feed 
for  migratory  birds  and  wildfowl  in  this  area,  urges  passage  of  H.  It.  6959. 

Then  I  have  a  telegram  from  Glen  Cove,  N.  Y.,  and  I  have  a  letter 
here  from  the  Wilderness  Society  of  Washington,  D.  C.,  and  a  letter 
from  the  Montana  Wildlife  Federation. 

They  will  be  inserted  in  the  record  at  this  point. 

(The  telegrams  and  letter  referred  to  are  as  follows  :) 

St.  Louis,  Mo.,  June  5, 195 7. 

Hon.  John  D.  Dingell, 

House  Office  Building,  Washington,  D.  C.: 

The  Missouri  Duck  Hunters  Association,  because  of  serious  shortage  of  feed 
for  migratory  wildfowl  in  this  area,  urges  passage  of  H.  R.  6959. 

A.  W.  Hager,  Vice  President. 

Glen  Cove,  N.  Y.,  June  5, 1957. 

Hon.  Frank  W.  Boykin, 

Chairman,  Subcommittee  on  Fisheries  and  Wildlife, 

Old  House  Office  Building,  Washington,  D.  C.: 

The  conservation  committee  of  Camp  Fire  Club  of  America  strongly  recom¬ 
mends  careful  consideration  be  given  to  including  in  any  bill  concerning  allo¬ 
cation  of  duck-stamp  moneys  that  a  definite  percentage  of  such  moneys  be  set 
aside  for  land  acquisition.  Also,  they  recommend  sport  fisheries  and  wildlife 
service  be  given  greater  discretion  as  to  what  areas  should  be  open  or  closed 
to  the  taking  of  waterfowl. 

John  Hammett,  M.  D., 

Chairman,  Conservation  Committee,  Camp  Fire  Club  of  America. 
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The  Wilderness  Society, 
Washington,  D.  C.,  June  6,  1951. 

lion.  Frank  W.  Boykin, 

Chairman,  Subcommittee  on  Conservation  and  Wildlife,  House  Merchant 
Marine  and  Fisheries  Committee,  Washington,  D.  C. 

Dear  Mr.  Boykin  :  The  Wilderness  Society  concurs  in  the  objectives  of  H.  R. 
5S17,  by  Representative  John  D.  Dingell,  and  H.  R.  6691,  by  Representative  Henry 
S.  Reuss,  which  are  intended  to  provide  funds  for  the  necessary  acquisition  and 
restoration  of  wetlands  for  Federal  waterfowl  areas. 

We  may  wish  to  file  a  statement  later  for  the  record,  and  respectfully  ask 
permission  to  do  so. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Michael  Nadel, 
Assistant  Executive  Secretary. 


Montana  Wildlife  Federation, 

Missoula,  Mont.,  June  3,  1951. 

Hon.  Frank  W.  Boykin, 

Chairman,  House  Subcommittee  on  Fisheries  and  Wildlife, 

House  Office  Building,  Washington,  D.  C. 

Dear  Sir  :  The  Montana  Wildlife  Federation,  on  behalf  of  its  108  affiliated 
wildlife  clubs  and  conservation  organizations  throughout  Montana,  urges  your 
committee  to  act  favorably  toward  H.  R.  6691,  proposing  amendments  to  the 
Migratory  Bill  Hunting  Stamp  Act  of  1934.  Conservationists  everywhere  feel 
that  this  bill,  or  II.  R.  5817,  would  help  to  shift  the  tide  in  our  losing  battle 
for  preservation  of  dwindling  wetland  resources. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Dr.  John  M.  Stewart,  Secretary. 


Mr.  Botkin.  Mr.  Allen. 

Mr.  Allen.  Mr.  Parker,  it  seems  to  me  when  the  committee  went 
to  Atlantic  City  some  years  ago  to  examine  the  refuge  there  closely  we 
were  told  migratory  fowl  had  been  fed  and  held  and  they  had  stayed  so 
long  that  the  natural  food  froze  over  and  the  birds  themselves  froze. 
Is  that  an  experience  you  have  had  ? 

Mr.  Parker.  I  think  that  definitely  could  happen.  I  do  not  know 
of  the  specific  instance  you  are  citing.  However,  one  concern  we  have 
in  the  management  of  waterfowl  is  that  we  are  attempting  to  get  an 
even  floiv  of  the  birds  from  the  feeding  grounds  to  the  wintering 
grounds,  and  anything  we  do  in  the  northern  reaches  to  hold  them 
back  over  an  abnormally  long  period  prevents  them  from  reaching 
their  wintering  grounds  and  depletes  the  food  supply  in  the  north 
as  well.  It  does  not  achieve  what  we  are  trying  to  do — that  of  spread¬ 
ing  hunting  opportunities  across  the  entire  flyways.  If  we  intended 
to  feed  in  the  north  we  would  expect  the  birds  would  remain  up 
there. 

Mr.  Dingell.  As  you  probably  know,  I  am  a  duck  hunter,  and  I 
have  spent  considerable  time  sitting  in  a  blind.  You  said  that  you  had 
no  experiences  of  these  birds  starving  out. 

Back  in  Michigan  we  have  a  situation  where  the  Detroit  River,  be¬ 
cause  of  some  pollution,  and  because  of  some  change  in  the  water 
temperature  due  to  industrial  use  for  cooling  and  things  of  that  sort, 
is  now  partially  ice  free  most  of  the  winter.  We  have  had  real  prob¬ 
lems  with  the  ducks  down  there  near  the  mouth  of  the  river.  They  tend 
to  congregate  down  there  and  they  remain  there.  There  is  a  large 
resident  population  there.  The  birds  it  seems,  from  what  my  friends 
tell  me,  are  tending  to  get  very  poor  and  die  from  one  cause  or  another 
during  the  wintertime.  The  common  cause  of  death  of  these  birds 
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in  this  particular  area  is  malnutrition.  Are  you  familiar  with  that 
particular  situation  ? 

Mr.  Parker.  I  am  somewhat  familiar  with  it.  The  State  of  Michi¬ 
gan  has  been  conducting  quite  extensive  research  in  that  particular 
area.  I  believe  they  found,  however,  that  oil  pollution  and  other 
pollutants  in  the  water  were  what  was  causing  much  of  the  deaths 
there. 

If  I  might  cite  another  example :  At  the  time  that  I  was  working  for 
the  State  of  Minnesota  we  had  a  situation  in  one  of  the  western  lakes 
where  in  a  hard  winter  we  lost  some  3,000  to  4,000  mallards  that 
stayed  there.  The  first  indications  were  they  had  starved  to  death. 
The  university  examined  all  of  these  carcasses,  and  every  one  of  them 
had  sufficient  lead  shot  in  them  to  where  the  birds  were  not  able  to 
digest  the  food  that  they  wei'e  eating.  While  they  may  have  ulti¬ 
mately  starved  to  death,  the  basic  problem  was  one  of  the  lead  shot 
they  had  ingested.  We  believe  had  they  been  normal  they  would  have 
gone  on  south  as  soon  as  the  food  supply  had  been  exhausted. 

This  problem  of  holding  birds  in  areas  where  they  are  apt  to  freeze! 
over  suddenly  is  only  accentuated  when  we  develop  too  great  a  supply 
of  food,  and  particularly  on  the  basis  of  artificial  feeding.  We  would 
have  a  situation  which  would  make  more  or  less  a  banquet  table  for 
them  and  they  will  stay  around  until  the  last  kernel  is  gone.  That  is 
the  habit  of  a  mallard,  in  particular,  even  in  normal  situations.  If 
they  can  get  any  open  water  they  will  stay  north  and  work  on  the  grain 
that  has  been  left  as  a  result  of  corn  picking,  and  so  on. 

Mr.  Dingell.  There  was  another  thing  that  is  interesting  to  me. 
We  have  had  large  residences  of  ducks  that  have  stayed  around  dur¬ 
ing  the  most  bitter  winters.  We  have  had  many  occasions  up  there — 
and  I  know  this  from  experience  and  it  has  been  the  experience  of 
others — when  these  resident  populations  would  appear  to  become 
very  weak  as  a  result  of  cold  and  malnutrition.  I  have  never  run 
studies  on  the  carcasses,  but  these  birds  would  do  better  when  the 
sportsmen  clubs  would  start  feeding  them.  One  of  our  clubs  up 
there  regularly  solicits  funds  and  does  a  substantial  amount  of  duck 
feeding  out  of  the  funds  that  they  are  able  to  raise  from  their  own 
means  and  friends. 

Mr.  Parker.  Mr.  Griffith,  do  you  recall  how  much  feeding  we  do 
now  other  than  for  depredations  control  ? 

STATEMENT  OF  RICHARD  GRIFFITH.  ASSISTANT  CHIEF,  BRANCH 

OF  REFUGES,  BUREAU  OF  SPORTS  FISHERIES  AND  WILDLIFE. 

DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  INTERIOR 

Mr.  Griffith.  Practically  none,  unless  we  have  veiy  severe  win¬ 
ters  that  cause  birds  to  be  entrapped  where  they  cannot  get  sources 
of  food. 

Mr.  Dingell.  Is  there  any  possibility  of  appending  any  amend¬ 
ments  to  this  particular  bill  which  would  make  it  acceptable;  in  other 
words,  curtail  the  application  of  the  bill  which  would  make  it  accept¬ 
able  to  your  department  ? 

Mr.  Parker.  It  is  my  opinion  that  we  have  enough  authority  at 
the  present  time  to  do  what  might  be  necessary  in  the  way  of  handling 
a  situation  like  that. 
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Here  is  what  we  are  afraid  of:  It  is  so  easy  to  get  out  of  hand 
when  anyone  is  able  to  apply  for  it.  It  would  be  almost  physically 
impossible  for  the  Bureau  to  do  much  about  seeing  that  every  pound 
was  placed  properly. 

Mr.  Dingell.  The  present  authority  of  the  department  is  to  permit 
them  to  use  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  grain  where  there  is  a 
danger  of  depredation? 

Mr.  Parker.  Yes.  That  is  in  Public  Law  654. 

Mr.  Dingell.  Yes.  That  was  Mr.  Reuss’  bill.  Is  there  any  other 
authority  you  have  to  get  Commodity  (  Tedit  Corporation  grain  ? 

Mr.  Parker.  I  do  not  believe  that  we  have  any  other  authority.  We 
do  have  grain  that  is  grown  on  refuges  that  is  available  for  situations 
like  that. 

Mr.  Boykin.  I  have  been  shooting  ducks  and  geese  all  my  life,  and 
a  gocxl  many  come  down  our  way,  but  they  are  so  poor  when  they  get 
there  you  cannot  eat  them.  Really,  they  are  not  tit  to  eat  when  they 
get  there. 

Mr.  Kluczynski.  I  do  not  think  they  have  life  enough,  so  when 
they  hit  Alabama  they  just  fall  down. 

Mr.  Boykin.  That  is  the  truth.  That  is  the  reason  we  get  some  of 
them.  I  will  tell  you  what  we  did  last  year  in  my  game  preserve.  You 
know  I  have  a  game  preserve,  a  big  preserve  of  over  100,000  acres. 
We  fed  last  year,  I  think,  between  6,000  and  7,000  bushels  of  corn, 
not  to  the  ducks  and  geese  but  to  all  kinds  of  game.  We  are  doing  it 
this  year.  I  was  talking  to  my  son  this  morning,  and  he  is  planting 
corn  just  for  that  purpose.  We  have  always  fed  them,  but  we  do  not 
shoot  many  ducks  on  our  place.  It  is  for  turkey  and  deer  and  quail. 
If  you  shoot  a  lot  you  will  lose  your  turkeys,  and  that  is  our  main 
crop. 

Now,  for  the  past  35  or  40  years  when  the  ducks  get  there  they  are 
very  poor.  You  just  cannot  eat  the  geese.  I  have  not  killed  any 
lately,  but  some  of  the  boys  did  kill  a  good  many  last  year  in  Mobile 
Bay,  and  you  will  find  now  that  we  have  as  many  ducks  there  as  they 
have  in  Louisiana.  I  guess  you  have  been  there.  When  the  ducks  get 
there  they  are  just  not  fit  to  eat.  Neither  are  the  geese.  They  soon 
fatten  up  because  we  have  a  lot  of  grass  and  a  lot  of  fish  and  that  sort 
of  thing. 

1  I  do  not  believe  you  would  have  so  much  trouble  and  expense.  You 
have  men  all  over  my  part  of  the  country.  It  would  be  my  idea  that 
you  could  use  the  same  men  you  have  to  do  this. 

I  think  there  is  a  good  deal  in  what  you  have  said,  and  maybe  some 
people  would  take  advantage  of  it,  but  I  hardly  ever  find  a  hunter 
or  good  sportsman  taking  advantage  of  anything  like  this.  We  know 
where  they  all  go  and  where  they  are.  I  believe  that  it  could  be 
handled  pretty  well  without  much  expense  and  it  would  save  us  from 
sending  these  grains  to  other  people.  It  costs  us  more  to  send  it  where 
we  are  sending  it  than  it  would  to  send  it  to  our  own  people.  We 
certainly  do  appreciate  your  testimony. 

Mr.  Parker.  If  I  might  add  one  more  word  in  regard  to  that  cost, 
we  sent  2  carloads  down  to  North  Carolina  last  year  under  Public 
Law  654,  and  if  we  had  used  the  grain-quotation  price  at  the  Chicago 
market  as  a  base  those  2  carloads  of  corn  would  have  cost  us  almost 
$2,500,  in  addition  to  the  expense  of  unloading,  hauling  grain  to  the 
point  where  it  was  to  be  distributed,  and  so  forth,  so  we  visualize  many 
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places  where  we  might  be  able  to  buy  the  grain  cheaper  locally  than 
trying  to  pay  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  for  the  packaging 
and  handling  and  pay  for  the  transportation. 

Mr.  Boykin.  Well,  now,  how  much  did  it  cost  you?  How  much 
is  it  costing  us  to  send  all  of  the  grain  we  send  to  Europe?  It  is  10 
times  more  than  it  would  cost  us  to  send  it  down  to  some  of  our  people; 
do  you  not  think  so  ? 

Mr.  Parker.  The  point  1  am  trying  to  make  is  that  if  we  were  to 
go  into  a  program  of  feeding  birds  extensively,  in  many  areas  we 
would  be  able  to  buy  the  grain  cheaper  than  by  getting  it  at  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation  because  we  would  not  have  the  trans¬ 
portation  charges  there. 

Mr.  Boykin.  That  is  the  best  way  you  can  do  it.  I  do  think  we 
ought  to  try  to  help  our  own  people  in  what  we  are  doing.  You  know 
about  that,  I  am  sure.  I  know  I  do.  But  I  do  know  that  some  people 
need  it.  I  never  expect  to  use  any  because  we  plant  for  our  place  and 
it  is  a  private  game  preserve,  and  I  have  given  the  State  30,000  acre^ 
for  the  public  there.  You  might  know  about  that. 

Mr.  Parker.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  Boykin.  I  will  tell  you  what  I  did  this  year.  I  planted  a  lot  of 
corn.  It  was  slow  down  there.  We  cleared  up  patches.  This  is 
needed,  if  you  could  properly  control  it.  I  agree  with  you  that  it 
would  have  to  be  controlled.  I  believe  you  have  the  men  there.  We 
have  to  get  rid  of  this  grain.  My  Lord,  you  see  what  Mr.  Benson  is 
saying  about  it.  It  certainly  would  be  good  if  we  could  get  our 
geese  and  ducks  and  other  wiki  game  together  there.  If  we  do  not, 
we  are  going  to  lose  a  lot  of  them.  Mr.  Dingell  has  the  best  I  have 
seen.  lie  said  it  is  pretty  hard.  We  just  do  it.  We  are  going  to 
keep  on  doing  it  as  long  as  we  are  able  to.  We  never  had  any  help 
from  the  Federal  Government  or  State  government  either. 

I  want  counsel  ask  you  some  questions,  please,  sir. 

Mr.  Zincke.  Mr.  Parker,  you  advanced  as  an  argument  against 
this  bill  the  fact  that  in  many  cases  you  can  buy  grain  cheaper 


locally  ? 

Mr.  Parker.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  Zincke.  This  is  purely  discretionary,  is  it  not,  and  would 
merely  give  additional  authority  to  the  Secretary  of  Interior.  (J 
Mr.  Parker.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  Zincke.  This  is  not  mandatory;  you  are  not  required  to  use 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation  grain. 

Mr.  Parker.  That  is  right. 


Mr.  Zincke.  That  is  not  an  objection  then;  is  it? 

Mr.  Parker.  I  think,  though,  if  it  generally  became  known  that 
grain  were  available  for  the  birds,  we  would  have  a  difficult  problem 
in  trying  to  satisfy  all  of  the  demand,  and  the  chief  concern  there 
is  the  element  of  cost  that  the  Bureau  would  have  to  stand. 

Mr.  Zincke.  Mr.  Parker,  the  bill,  as  it  is  drawn,  states  that  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior  has  power  to  requisition,  and  it  states 
that  there  must  be  a  finding  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  that 
the  supply  of  birds  is  threatened  by  a  lack  of  sufficient  food.  Now, 
is  it  your  position  that  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior — either  the 
present  one  or  any  successor — is  such  a  weak  individual  that  he  is 
going  to  be  amenable  to  these  various  pressures  and  not  exercise 
individual  judgment  with  respect  to  the  requirements? 
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Mr.  Parker.  Xot  at  all ;  no. 

Mr.  Zincke.  Does  that  not  naturally  follow  from  your  statement 
that  there  will  be  pressure  to  use  Commodity  Credit  Corporation 
grain  ? 

Mr.  Parker.  Xo.  What  I  am  intending  to  convey  is  that  every 
one  of  the  requests  would  have  to  be  examined  by  our  representatives, 
which  imposes  quite  a  task  on  a  staff  that  is  already  pretty  well  over¬ 
loaded. 

Mr.  Zincke.  Your  objection  is  because  this  would  entail  additional 
work  on  the  staff  of  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service;  is  that  the  idea? 

Mr.  Parker.  We  would  be  obliged  to  forego  some  of  the  other 
things  which  we  are  doing,  or  we  would  need  additional  personnel 
looking  after  those  requests. 

Mr.  Zincke.  With  respect  to  additional  personnel,  you  stated  that 
you  would  need  an  additional  10  agents? 

Mr.  Parker.  That  was  what  we  estimated,  based  upon  our  ex¬ 
perience. 

R  Mr.  Zincke.  You  also  stated  t  lie  re  Avas  no  need  for  feeding. 

'  Mr.  Parker.  That  has  been  our  experience — yes. 

Mr.  Zincke.  Precisely  what  functions  would  the  10  agents  per¬ 
form,  in  vieAv  of  the  fact  there  is  no  present  need  for  feeding? 

Mr.  Parker.  It  would  be  a  case  of  going  out  to  follow  through  on 
all  of  the  requests  for  grain.  We  would  have  to  make  a  field  in¬ 
spection. 

Mr.  Zincke.  If  you  are  so  certain  there  is  no  need,  would  it  not  be 
merely  to  require  some  individual  to  say  “Xo”  to  everything? 

Mr.  Parker.  We  could. 

Mr.  Zincke.  With  the  fact  that  you  feel  that  it  would  be  necessary 
to  investigate  these,  is  it  not  entirely  possible  that  some  of  the  re¬ 
quests  Avould  be  meritorious  ? 

Mr.  Parker.  It  is  entirely  possible,  sure. 

Mr.  Zincke.  If  the  request  is  meritorious,  there  is  a  need  for  the  bill ; 
is  there  not  ? 

Mr.  Parker.  What  I  think  there,  though,  is  that  you  have  to  make 
a  field  investigation  of  each  case  to  be  sure  that  it  is  meritorious. 

Mr.  Zincke.  If  it  Avere  meritorious,  then  you  would  have  no  author¬ 
ity  to - 

y  Mr.  Parker.  We  have  authority  at  present  under  existing  regula¬ 
tions  and  law  to  take  care  of  requests. 

Mr.  Zincke.  What  regulations  and  wliat  Davs  coA^er  that? 

Mr.  P  arker.  Well,  part  of  Public  Law  654  would  take  care  of  the 
depredation  angle  there. 

Mr.  Zincke.  We  are  not  discussing  depredations;  are  Ave? 

Mr.  Parker.  They  would  be  tied  in,  in  many  instances.  The  two 
would  be  tied  in. 

If  I  may  refer  the  rest  of  your  question  to  Mr.  Findlay,  acting 
chief,  Branch  of  Game  Management,  back  there  for  the  additional 
authority  Ave  have.  Findlay,  Avill  you  tell  me  what  additional 
authority  AA-e  have. 

Mr.  Findlay.  Our  authority  under  the  Migratory  Bird  Act  to  pre¬ 
serve  the  resource  and  take  care  of  the  birds  would  be  sufficient  author¬ 
ity  to  feed  them  to  prevent  starvation  or  want. 

Mr.  Zincke.  But  you  have  no  specific  statutory  authority  covering 
the  feeding  of  birds;  have  you? 
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Mr.  Parker.  Other  than  Public  Law  5C4. 

Mr.  Zincke.  Which  lias  to  do  solely  and  strictly  with  depredation 
cases. 

Mr.  Parker.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  Zincke.  Now,  you  advance  as  other  objections  to  this  bill  the 
fact  that  the  grain  would  be  improperly  used  to  hold  birds  in  a  par¬ 
ticular  locality;  that  the  grain  would  be  used  for  baiting,  and  that 
it  would  be  diverted  to  livestock  feeding.  Can  we  assume  that  your 
agency  would  be  so  negligent  as  to  permit  those  improper  uses  under 
this  bill  ? 

Mr.  Parker.  Those  were  listed,  the  latter  one  in  particular  was 
listed  only  as  a  possibility.  I  did  not  intend  to  imply  that  anyone 
necessarily  making  a  request  for  it  would  use  it  for  personal  purposes, 
but  there  is  that  danger. 

Mr.  Zincke.  We  now  have  our  hypothetical  10  agents  investigating 
these,  and  it  is  to  be  assumed  that  there  would  be  a  degree  of  super¬ 
vision  over  the  use. 

Under  the  circumstances,  are  we  to  assume  that  this  grain  is  merely 
to  be  broadcast  to  anybody  that  asks  for  it,  and  to  be  used  in  any  way 
possible,  or  are  you  people  going  to  control  it  there? 

Mr.  Parker.  We  would  have  to  control  it.  Jn  so  doing  it  would 
require  that  additional  manpower  be  on  the  ground,  first,  to  examine 
each  of  the  areas  and  be  out  there  in  the  distribution  of  it,  and  go 
back  to  check  to  see  that  it  was  used  for  the  purposes  intended,  and, 
after  we  get  many  hundreds  of  those  cases,  the  boys  will  just  not  be 
able  to  handle  it  all. 

Mr.  Zincke.  If  you  did  perform  your  job,  there  would  be  no  ques¬ 
tion  but  that  these  objectionable  practices  could  not  occur;  is  that  not 
correct  ? 

Mr.  Parker.  Well,  as  you  can  visualize,  it  would  be  a  tremendous 
task  to  try  to  fully  carry  out  the  provisions  of  the  act. 

Mr.  Zincke.  Has  it  been  your  experience,  in  connection  with  the 
feedings,  where  there  are  depredations,  that  the  grain  has  been  utilized 
to  hold  birds? 

Mr.  Parker.  I  would  like  to  refer  that  to  Mr.  Findlay  in  that  I 
am  not  acquainted  with  the  specific  instance  under  which  it  was  used- 

Mr.  Findlay,  can  you  answer  that? 

Mr.  Findlay.  We  only  found  one  instance  in  which  it  was  necessary 
to  ask  for  this  grain  under  the  authority  of  that  act. 

Mr.  Zincke.  In  that  case,  was  the  effect  to  hold  the  birds  in  the 
area  ? 

Mr.  Findlay.  It  was  on  the  wintering  ground  where  it  was  held  out 
of  agricultural  croplands  long  enough  to  prevent  the  depredations 
that  were  threatening. 

Mr.  Zincke.  That  grain  did  not  serve  as  bait? 

Mr.  Findlay.  It  was  after  the  hunting  season. 

Mr.  Zincke.  It  was  not  diverted  for  livestock  feed,  was  it  then? 

Mr.  Findlay.  Not  to  the  best  of  our  knowledge.  In  that  case,  the 
area  was  very  small,  and  we  had  the  manpower  there  to  watch  it  and 
control  it. 

Mr.  Zincke.  Mr.  Parker,  in  view  of  the  fact  that  you  say  there  is 
no  need  because  no  birds  are  starving  to  death,  why  do  you  anticipate 
these  unlimited  demands  and  why  do  you  anticipate  this  terrifically 
increased  load  upon  your  Department,  if  there  is  no  need  at  all  ? 


DUCK  FEEDING  AND  DUCK  STAMP  LEGISLATION 


11 


Mil  Parker.  I  think  there  is  a  general  impression  among  people 
that  birds  need  additional  help.  It  is  a  hmnanitary  gesture  that  we 
all  engage  in  feeding  birds.  The  question  biologically  is  whether  you 
need  it  or  not,  and  that  we  have  not  been  able  to  come  up  with  an 
answer  indicating  that  we  do  need  this  additional  artificial  feeding. 
Actually,  in  our  whole  program  of  refuges,  we  are  attempting  to  take 
care  of  the  birds  as  they  go  through  their  migration,  by  natural 
means. 

Mr.  Zincke.  Since  the  Secretary  of  Interior  has  to  make  a  finding 
that  there  is  a  need,  if  there  is  no  such  finding  made  by  the  Secretary 
there  is  no  additional  work  load  on  your  agency;  is  there? 

Mr.  Parker.  You  would  have  to  have  the  agents  in  the  field  to 
examine  the  conditions,  to  determine  whether  there  was  a  need. 

Mr.  Zincke.  Is  that  not  part  of  his  job,  anyway? 

Mr.  Parker.  As  I  pointed  out,  we  can  visualize  a  tremendous  in¬ 
crease  in  the  number  of  inquiries  or  requests  for  feed. 

Mr.  Zincke.  But,  if  there  is  no  finding  by  the  Secretary  that  feeding 
I  is  required,  then  the  request  can  be  processed  automatically. 

Mr.  Parker.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  Zincke.  The  answer  is  “No”  in  every  case,  is  it  not? 

Mr.  Parker.  Therefore  the  people  asking  "for  the  feed  would  expect 
an  investigation  to  determine  the  need  for  it.  We  would  not  be  in  a 
position  from  Washington  to  write  and  say  “No,  there  is  no  need  for 
your  feeding,  wherever  you  happen  to  be.” 

Mr.  Zincke.  Are  not  your  agents  in  the  field  supposed  to  be  in  a 
position  to  know  the  conditions  of  the  birds  right  now,  in  every 
migration?  Are  they  merely  sitting  in  their  offices,  waiting  for  com¬ 
plaints,  or  are  they  out  studying  the  situation  with  respect  to  the 
birds? 

Mr.  Parker.  They  have  many  activities  there  that  carry  them  into 
the  field  all  of  the  time. 

Mr.  Zincke.  They  are  cognizant  of  the  conditions,  are  they  not, 
without  formal  investigations? 

Mr.  Parker.  When  you  realize  there  are  1  or  2  men  per  State  at 
the  present  time,  you  can  visualize  it  is  practically  a  physical  impos¬ 
sibility  to  try  to  get  around  in  every  case. 

.  Mr.  Zincke.  Do  they  not  receive  reports  from  the  State  agents? 

)  Mr.  Parker.  Yes. 

Mr.  Zincke.  And  could  coordinate  those  reports? 

Mr.  Parker.  Very  definitely. 

Mr.  Zincke.  And  submit  them  to  your  Department  ? 

Mr.  Parker.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  Zincke.  Then  there  are  more  than  1  or  2  men  on  this  project 
in  each  State,  are  there  not,  sir  ? 

Mr.  Parker.  The  others  would  be  State  employees,  and  I  am  not 
in  a  position  to  say  whether  they  would  or  they  would  not  investigate 
conditions  like  this. 

Mr.  Zincke.  Do  you  not  know  whether  they  examine  the  condition 
of  the  birds  as  they  go  through  their  particular  State?  Do  you  not 
know  that  now  ? 

Mr.  Parker.  As  far  as  our  own  personnel ;  yes. 

Mr.  Zincke.  Do  you  not  get  any  reports  from  the  State  people? 

Mr.  Parker.  Yes,  we  do. 
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Mr.  Zixcke.  Do  you  now  know  whether  those  reports  are  accurate? 
Do  you  not  check  them  ?  Do  you  not  rely  on  them  ? 

Mr.  Parker.  I  would  think  this;  that  the  cooperation  that  is  ex¬ 
tended  between  the  State  agents  and  our  Federal  agents  to  date  is  in 
the  field  of  enforcement  and  general  conditions  of  the  migration,  and 
I  do  not  think  we  could  expect  to  require  each  of  the  State  game 
wardens  to  go  out  and  investigate  each  request  for  food  for  feeding. 

Mr.  Zincke.  Is  starvation  not  one  of  the  elements  in  the  general 
conditions  of  migration? 

Mr.  Parker.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  Zincke.  If  you  get  reports  on  the  general  conditions  of  migra¬ 
tion,  you  get  reports  on  the  conditions  of  the  birds,  whether  they  are 
adequately  fed  or  not,  do  you  not? 

Mr.  Parker.  As  I  indicated,  we  do  not  have  any  reports  yet  to  point 
that  there  is  any  condition  of  starvation. 

Mr.  Zincke.  Is  that  merely  because  there  is  no  report  or  that  the 
reports  indicate  that  there  is  not? 

Air.  Parker.  I  think  all  studies  to  date  indicate  there  are  no  condi¬ 
tions  directly  attributable  to  starvation. 

Mr.  Zincke.  Then  you  are  presently  getting  those  reports,  are  you 
not  ? 

Mr.  Parker.  That  is  based  on  research  studies  and  observations  in 
the  field. 

Mr.  Zincke.  That  is  all  I  have,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Clark.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  to  ask  one  question  here. 

Mr.  Boykin.  Mr.  Clark. 

Mr.  Clark.  You  were  stating  about  Avhether  or  not  you  know  these 
local  conditions.  Your  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  your  Department, 
works  in  conjunction  with  the  State? 

Mr.  Parker.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  Clark.  They,  in  turn,  work  with  the  division  or  the  district  in 
their  State  and  the  district  works  with  the  local  agencies  in  each  dis¬ 
trict;  is  that  not  so? 

Mr.  Parker.  Are  3Tou  speaking  now  of - 

Mr.  Clark.  On  the  local  conditions,  you  said  that  it  would  be  impos¬ 
sible  for  your  agency  to  do  that.  I  am  just  saying  that  you  work  in 
conjunction  with  all  these  other  agencies? 

Mr.  Parker.  In  each  State,  of  course,  there  is  a  fish  and  game  de¬ 
partment  that  has  law-enforcement  agents.  Their  primary  concern 
is  with  their  own  particular  fields  of  activity.  However,  we  have 
excellent  cooperation  with  various  State  fish  and  game  departments  in 
the  enforcement  of  the  game  laws,  and,  as  I  indicated,  we  have  1  or  2 
men  per  State  that  it  is  not  possible  for  us  to  get  around  to  all  areas 
of  the  State  at  all  times.  The  primary  concern  of  the  States  is  with 
the  enforcement  of  the  State  fish  and  game  laws. 

Mr.  Clark.  I  know  from  experience  in  my  own  district  that  your 
State  agencies  and  your  local  agencies  work  very  closely  together  and 
whenever  there  is  any  difficulty  in  the  feeding  of  wildlife,  all  your 
agencies  have  to  do  is  call  in  for  a  little  help  from  the  local  groups 
and  the3T  are  more  than  willing  to  help  feed  the  wildlife. 

You  were  talking  that  you  paid  $2,500  for  a  carload  of  grain  going 
to  the  South.  Do  you  have  any  idea  what  it  costs  to  ship  a  carload  or 
a  shipload  of  grain  overseas? 

Mr.  Parker.  No ;  I  do  not  have. 
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Mr.  Clark.  In  comparison,  the  $2,500  is  very,  very  cheap  in  saving 
the  lives  of  these  wildlife  that  is  flying  South  and  if  and  when  these 
shiploads  or  carloads  of  grain  go  South  or  wherever  they  are  needed, 
certainly  your  local  agencies  will  be  able  to  distribute  the  feed  or  the 
grain  in  order  to  take  care  of  the  situation ;  do  you  not  think  ? 

Mr.  Parker.  When  I  was  using  these  figures,  these  were  based  on 
our  experience  last  year  in  this  depredation  problem,  and  I  think  in 
many  instances  we  would  find  that  we  could  buy  the  grain  cheaper 
locally  than  attempting  to  buy  it  from  the  Commodity  Credit  Cor¬ 
poration,  because  of  the  freight. 

Mr.  Clark.  Section  2,  line  7,  it  states  in  there  that  it  is  up  to  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior  when  he  feels  that  migratory  birds  are 
threatened  by  lack  of  sufficient  food,  that  that  is  when  he  acts. 

So,  actually,  it  is  left  up  to  him,  by  this  bill.  I  think  it  is  a  good 
bill.  It  is  just  giving  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  the  go-ahead  sig¬ 
nal  that  we,  in  turn,  here  in  Congress,  O.  K.  his  actions,  but  want 
him  to  really  do  something  about  it. 

Mr.  Parker.  The  only  thing  I  was  trying  to  point  out  there  is  that 
we  do  not  have  the  force  to  go  around  and  make  all  of  these  inquiries, 
and  we  would  not  be  able  to  answer  all  of  them  to  make  that  examina¬ 
tion  of  the  facts. 

Mr.  Clark.  Getting  back  to  this  same  thing,  just  before  I  men¬ 
tioned  the  fact  that  you  work  with  the  State  and  the  State  works  with 
the  district  and  the  district  works  with  the  local  agencies,  certainly 
they  would  be  able  to  recognize  when  they  have  a  wildlife  situation 
as  you  were  talking  about  before,  where  game  needs  the  food  very 
badly. 

Mr.  Parker.  I  do  not  know  what  the  thinking  would  be  of  all  of 
the  State  fish  and  game  departments,  but  I  think  it  is  generally  con¬ 
ceded,  that  among  wildlife  people,  feeding  is  not  necessary,  and  I 
would  visualize  that  most  of  the  requests  would  come  from  interested 
laymen  that  would  want  to  do  something  for  the  birds  in  their 
locality.  It  is  only  natural,  as  I  indicated,  we  all  do  some  feeding, 
because  we  figure  we  are  helping  the  birds  out.  So  I  would  visualize 
that  most  of  the  requests  would  come  from  sportsmen  groups,  garden 
groups,  or  interested  laymen  that  would  be  directed  to  the  service. 

Mr.  Boykin.  Mr.  Parker,  I  personally  think  it  is  good  legislation. 
I  am  sorry  to  hear  that  the  Interior  Department  is  opposed  to  it,  but, 
as  Mr.  Dingell  had  asked  if  there  was  any  possible  chance  of  amending 
the  bill  that  would  be  acceptable  to  your  Department,  such  as  to  charge 
the  transportation  and  the  handling  to  private  organizations,  have  you 
thought  of  that? 

Mr.  Parker.  No  ;  we  have  not  explored  that  possibility.  As  to  any 
amendment,  I  would  like  to  suggest  that  we  have  an  opportunity  to 
study  it  first. 

Mr.  Boykin.  Mr.  Dellay,  any  questions? 

.  Mr.  Dellay.  No. 

Mr.  Boykin.  Mr.  Allen  ? 

Mr.  Allen.  In  your  opinion,  does  the  Department  require  more  time 
to  give  a  complete  study  to  this  situation  ? 

Mr.  P  arker.  No;  I  do  not  think  so,  as  far  as  the  general  idea  of  the 
need  for  feeding. 

The  question  was  asked  with  reference  to  amendments:  Is  there 
a  possibility  of  amending  that  would  make  it  easier  to  operate  ? 

93570—57 - 3 
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Mr.  Allen.  I  was  curious  when  you  stated  the  report  had  not  been 
approved  yet,  why  we  do  not  have  a  report  in  regular  form,  going 
through  regular  procedures? 

Mr.  Parker.  I  cannot  answer  that,  sir. 

Mr.  Allen.  Should  we  not  either  have  a  report,  or  do  you  need 
further  time  ? 

Mr.  Parker.  The  Department  is  in  the  preparation  of  completing 
a  report. 

Mr.  Allen.  It  seems  to  me,  Mr.  Chairman,  we  ought  to  have  a  re¬ 
port,  under  the  circumstances,  before  we  get  into  final  action  here. 

Mr.  Dingell.  Mr.  Chairman,  could  I  also  make  this  suggestion,  that 
the  report  should  include  any  suggested  amendments  which  the  De¬ 
partment  could  consider  necessary  to  make  this  bill  more  palatable  to 
the  Department? 

Mr.  Parker.  Mr.  Dingell,  I  cannot  tell  you  just  where  that  report 
is  at  the  present  time,  but  it  is  in  the  final  stage  of  preparation,  or  it 
may  have  already  gone  to  the  Secretary.  I  cannot  answer  that. 

Mr.  Dingell.  My  remarks  are  not  critical  of  the  Department.  I 
want  you  to  understand  that. 

Mr.  Parker.  I  appreciate  that. 

Mr.  Dingell.  I  know  you  folks  are  in  the  throes  of  reorganization 
down  there,  and  I  understand  at  the  time  things  are  rather  difficult 
down  there.  I  make  no  criticism  of  the  Department.  I  want  you 
to  understand  that. 

Mr.  Parker.  I  appreciate  that.  As  I  say,  I  do  not  know  where  the 
final  report  is,  whether  we  could  pull  it  back  or  not.  It  may  be  on  its 
way  here — I  do  not  know. 

Mr.  Dingell.  In  fact,  I  might  say  your  Secretary  is  doing  a  splendid 
job  down  there. 

Mr.  Parker.  Thank  you,  sir. 

Air.  Boykin.  Mr.  Parker,  how  long  would  it  take  you  to  get  a  report 
on  this  bill,  and  also  suggest  some  amendments  that  would  be  accept¬ 
able  to  your  Department  ? 

Mr.  Parker.  I  am  not  in  a  position  to  answer  that  at  the  moment. 

Mr.  Boykin.  Could  you  get  it  in  the  next  week  ? 

Mr.  Zincke.  I  will  follow  that  up. 

Mr.  Boykin.  Mr.  Zincke  will  follow  that  up  with  your  Department. 

We  have  the  pleasure  of  having  with  us  a  good  Congressman  from 
Wisconsin. 

Mr.  Reuss,  would  you  like  to  ask  any  questions  ? 

Mr.  Reuss.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  appreciate  the  privilege 

of  asking  questions  on  H.  R.  6959. 

Let  me  say,  first,  I  think  it  is  a  very  meritorious  bill,  and  I  urge 
the  subcommittee  to  consider  it  favorably. 

Last  year  the  Congress  passed — and  it  was  signed  into  law — Public 
Law  654,  of  which  I  happened  to  be  the  author,  which  was  exactly 
like  H.  R.  6959,  except  it  required,  as  Mr.  Parker  said,  no  grain 
unless  the  birds  were  committing  crop  depredations.  I  think  that 
law  is  a  good  law,  as  far  as  it  goes.  However,  I  was  aware  when  I 
introduced  it  that  it  was  very  narrow  in  scope,  and  experience  under 
the  law  has  made  me  believe  that  this  new  and  broader  law  is  nec¬ 
essary. 

I  say  that  because  so  many  of  our  Wisconsin  sportsmen’s  organiza¬ 
tions,  through  conservation  groups,  have  been  in  touch  with  me  in  the 
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last  6  months  saying :  “Look,  we  cannot  prove  crop  depreciation,  but 
we  have  in  our  neighborhood  ducks  and  geese  that  are  not  getting 
enough  to  eat.  Furthermore,  we  would  like  to  establish  nesting, 
breeding,  and  resting  areas  for  these  birds,  not  to  shoot  them,  but  to 
enlarge  the  Nation’s  total  duck  supply.” 

And  they  very  clearly  bespoke  themselves  in  favor  of  this  law. 

I  would  like  to  ask  you  this  question,  Mr.  Parker : 

You  said  that  the  Department  is  convinced  that  it  can  satisfactorily 
take  care  of  all  of  the  needs  for  feeding  migratory  birds  that  need  feed 
out  of  the  grain  raised  on  our  existing  Federal  refuges.  Was  that 
your  testimony  ? 

Mr.  P  arker.  The  Bureau,  rather  than  the  Department. 

Mr.  Reuss.  The  Bureau  ? 

Mr.  Parker.  Yes. 

Mr.  Reuss.  Yes. 

I  am  familiar  with  the  practices  of  the  Bureau  in  raising  grain  on 
wildlife  refuges. 

I  have  been  in  the  cornfields  and  grain  fields.  Would  you  agree 
with  me  that  that  is  simply  A-l,  excellent  corn  and  grain,  with  not 
a  thing  wrong  with  it? 

Mr.  Parker.  I  do  not  quite  follow  you. 

Mr.  Reuss.  It  is  good,  first-class  grain ;  is  it  not  ? 

Mr.  Parker.  We  are  attempting  to  grow  for  bird  feed ;  yes. 

Mr.  Reuss.  There  is  nothing  wrong  with  it,  no  rat  pellets,  no 
weavils,  perfectly  fine  stuff  ? 

Mr.  Parker.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  Reuss.  Is  it  not  singularly  wasteful,  Mr.  Parker,  for  Uncle 
Sam  to  grow  good  grain  that  would  have  a  good  market  price,  and 
use  that  to  feed  the  birds,  and  then  refuse  to  take  the  deteriorated, 
soiled,  weavil-lousy  grain,  which  is  absolutely  valueless  and  make  that 
available  to  the  public  and  private  organizations  for  feeding  migra¬ 
tory  birds  that  need  it?  Is  that  economy  in  government? 

Mr.  Parker.  May  I  answer  it  this  way :  Part,  of  course,  of  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  growing  grain  on  the  refuges  is  to  keep  land  open  from  the 
standpoint  of  use  by  wildlife. 

Secondly,  it  is  a  natural  feeding  process,  rather  than  dumping  it  out 
I  on  the  ground. 

Mr.  Reuss.  Most  of  that  grain  growing  in  the  refuges  is  actually 
left  to  stand  in  Wisconsin  and  is  eaten  by  the  birds  on  the  ground;  is 
that  not  right  ? 

Mr.  Parker.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  Reuss.  It  did  seem  to  me  awfully  wasteful  to  say  that  the 
Federal  Government  could  carry  on  an  adequate  program  of  making 
grain  available  to  the  public  and  private  organizations  from  the 
good  first  class  grain  that  it  grows,  and  at  the  same  time  to  spurn 
and  refuse  weevil-infested  stuff  that  cannot  be  used  for  human  con¬ 
sumption  and  is  valueless. 

Mr.  Parker.  When  I  indicated  that  we  did  have  it  available,  it 
is  with  this  in  mind — that  the  amount  of  feeding  that  we  would  have 
to  do  is  insignificant. 

Mr.  Reuss.  My  second  and  last  question  is  this : 

You  testified,  I  believe,  that  one  of  the  reasons  that  the  Department 
is  against  II.  R.  6959  is  that  the  costof  transportation  of  this  spoiled, 
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unfit  for  human  consumption,  grain,  from  the  granary  to  the  place 
where  it  is  to  be  used  for  feeding  migratory  birds  would  be  very  con¬ 
siderable  or  excessive ;  is  that  not  correct  ? 

Mr.  Parker.  The  Bureau  of  Sport  Fisheries  and  Wildlife  would 
be  obliged  to  pay  that. 

Mr.  Reuss.  I  think  if  you  will  read  the  bill  with  me,  you  will  find 
that  the  basic  assumption  of  the  Bureau  is  totally  incorrect,  and  that 
is  not  correct. 

Would  you  turn  to  page  2  of  the  bill,  lines  3  and  4,  and  I  will  read : 

With  respect  to  any  grain  thus  made  available,  the  Commodity  Credit  Corpo¬ 
ration  may  pay  packaging,  transporting,  handling,  and  other  charges  up  to 
the  time  of  delivery  to  one  or  more  designated  locations  in  each  State. 

the  word  “may”  is  not  the  word  “must”  and  means  to  me  this  bill 
clearly  envisages  that  the  Government  could  pass  a  suitable  regula¬ 
tion  saying  that  because  of  the  transportation  cost,  while  it  is  willing 
to  make  the  worthless  grain  available  for  free,  it  would  require  the 
recipients  to  pay  the  costs,  which  would  take  care  of  this  argument,  , 

Is  that  not  a  fact  ? 

Mr.  Parker.  In  section  3  it  says : 

With  respect  to  all  grain  made  available,  pursuant  to  section  2,  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation  shall  be  reimbursed  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior 
for  its  expenses  in  packaging  and  transporting  such  grain  for  the  purposes 
of  this  act. 

Mr.  Reuss.  Yes.  But  by  appropriate  regulations  there  are  no  ex¬ 
penses  because  if  the  user  is  charged,  as  he  very  properly  might  be, 
it  seems  to  me,  for  the  cost  of  transporting,  then  the  Department  of 
Interior  would  not  have  to  do  any  reimbursing,  would  it  ? 

Mr.  Parker.  I  was  reading  into  this  last  part  that  I  quoted  the 
words  “shall  be  reimbursed.”  I  assume  that  that  is  a  directive. 

Mr.  Reuss.  I  think,  sir,  the  Department  misread  the  bill,  and 
erected  a  bogeyman  that  does  not  exist. 

If  this  language  is  clarified  to  the  full  satisfaction  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  the  Interior,  so  that  it  is  completely  clear  that  it  either  may 
or  may  not  pay  the  cost  of  transportation,  then  the  objection  of  the 
Deparment  to  the  bill  would  disappear,  would  it  not? 

Mr.  Parker.  That  particular  one — yes. 

Mr.  Reuss.  Thank  you.  { 

Mr.  Botkin.  Any  questions? 

There  are  no  further  questions.  You  are  excused.  Thank  you  ever 
so  much,  Mr.  Parker,  for  your  appearance  before  the  committee  this 
morning. 

The  next  witness  will  be  Mr.  Callison,  of  the  National  Wildlife 
Federation. 

Mr.  Callison,  will  you  give  your  name,  and  whom  you  represent, 
to  the  committee  and  the  reporter  ? 

STATEMENT  OE  CHARLES  H.  CALLISON,  CONSERVATION  DIRECTOR. 

NATIONAL  WILDLIFE  FEDERATION 

Mr.  Callison.  Mr.  Chairman,  my  name  is  Charles  H.  Callison,  and 
I  am  Conservation  Director  of  the  National  Wildlife  Federation, 
which  is  a  national  organization  composed  of  State  Wildlife  Federa¬ 
tions  and  Sportsmen  Leagues. 
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I  should  like  to  make  my  testimony  on  H.  R.  6959  very  brief,  be¬ 
cause  I  know  the  committee  lias  other  important  legislation  before  it 
that  we  are  all  interested  in. 

We  should  like  to  endorse  in  principle  the  objectives  of  H.  R.  6959, 
and  suggest  that  if  revision  is  made  of  it  by  the  committee,  that  its 
provisions  be  broadened  to  include  all  wildlife  conservation  and  man¬ 
agement  purposes. 

My  purpose  in  making  that  recommendation  is  that  there  are 
a  number  of  State  game  and  fish  agencies  that  have  indicated  to  me 
that  they  would  be  in  a  position  to  make  good  use  of  surplus  grain 
stocks  held  by  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  for  their  man¬ 
agement  programs,  having  to  do  with  resident  wildlife,  such  as  wild 
turkeys  and  other  game  birds.  H.  R.  6959  confines  the  use  of  this 
grain  to  migratory  birds,  which  would  be  primarily  waterfowl. 

I  would  like  the  committee  to  know  that  Congressman  Watts  of 
Kentucky  lias  been  interested  in  a  bill  of  this  kind,  and  some  time 
ago  sought  the  opinion  of  the  National  Wildlife  Federation  on  it  and, 
I  at  his  request,  we  queried  a  number  of  the  State  game  and  fish  depart¬ 
ments,  about  a  dozen,  that  we  considered  to  be  representative  State 
agencies.  The  replies  by  the  directors  of  the  State  game  and  fish 
departments  we  re  overwhelmingly  in  favor  of  such  a  bill  that  would 
be  broad  enough  to  permit  the  transfer  of  surplus  grain  to  the  State 
game  and  fish  departments  for  general  wildlife  conservation  and 
management  purposes,  which  would,  of  course,  include  migratory 
bird  management. 

Mr.  Chairman,  that  is  all  I  have  to  say  on  the  bill. 

Mr.  Watts  told  me,  when  I  asked  him  this  morning  what  he 
planned  to  do  with  the  bill  he  had  under  consideration,  that  he  would 
introduce  it.  The  language  is  similar  to  H.  R.  6959. 

Its  provisions  are  almost  identical  except  that  it  would  be  broader 
and  the  National  Wildlife  Federation  would  recommend  that  H.  R. 
6959  be  amended  also  to  broaden  its  provisions  in  that  respect. 

Mr.  Boykin.  Mr.  Callison,  do  I  understand  that  the  National  Wild¬ 
life  Federation  is  for  this  legislation  ? 

Mr.  Callison.  Yes,  we  are  for  it,  and  recommend  that  its  provi¬ 
sions  be  broadened  to  permit  the  use  of  these  surplus  grains  by  State 
.  game  and  fish  agencies  for  other  wildlife,  in  addition  to  migratory 
'  birds. 

Mr.  Allen.  Mr.  Chairman? 

Air.  Boykin.  Mr.  Allen. 

Mr.  Allen.  Mr.  Callison,  as  I  read  the  bill,  the  expense  of  obtain¬ 
ing  the  grain  would  fall  pretty  evenly  on  the  taxpayer  generally. 

Does  your  correspondence  indicate  that  the  use  of  the  grain  would 
be  made  on  a  fairly  proportionate  basis  bv  all  48  States,  or  would 
there  be  some  States  making  greater  demand  than  others? 

Mr.  Callison.  I  expect  that  some  States  would  make  greater  de¬ 
mands  than  others,  depending  on  conditions  in  those  States.  Mr. 
Seth  Gordon  was  one  of  the  individuals  that  replied  to  my  inquiry 
and  he  indicated  that  he  would  like  to  see  some  such  legislation,  and 
would  make  good  use  of  some  of  these  grains  in  California. 

Mr.  Allen.  All  right.  I  anticipate  with  pleasure  having  Nevada 
pay  for  something  that  goes  into  California. 

I  was  wondering  how  general  that  was  going  to  be. 
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Mr.  Callison.  I  cannot  tell  you.  I  did  not  have  time  and  did  not 
attempt  to  make  a  survey  of  all  of  the  States.  I  say  I  selected  about 
a  dozen  that  I  considered  representative,  of  different  parts  of  the 
country,  just  to  see  what  their  reaction  would  be,  and  I  think  in  every 
instance  except  one,  these  State  departments  that  I  queried  said 
that  they  would  probably  find  use  for  the  grains  and  would  welcome 
such  legislation. 

Mr.  Allen.  Would  you  anticipate  that  there  would  be  any  unfair¬ 
ness  in  the  distribution,  whether  there  would  be  any  conditions  re¬ 
lated  that  would  result  in  some  States  paying  for  a  program  and  hav¬ 
ing  no  benefit  from  it,  and  other  States  getting  benefits  far  in  excess 
of  what  they  were  paying  for? 

Mr.  Callison.  I  do  not  anticipate  that  any  of  us  would  ever  have 
any  complaints.  I  think  we  could  rationalize  that  it  might  be  unfair 
and  that  some  States  would  be  paying  for  more  of  the  bill  with  the 
other  States  benefiting,  insofar  as  resident  wildlife  is  concerned.  I 
can  hardly  see  anyone  making  an  issue  out  of  that.  I  do  not  think 
it  will  ever  be  a  big  program,  with  any  huge  volumes  of  grain  diverted 
into  this  purpose.  I  think  it  is  a  commendable  purpose,  and  I  think 
all  of  us  know  there  are  two  objectives  of  the  bill,  (1)  to  get  rid  of 
some  of  the  surplus  grains,  and  (2)  to  help  out  in  the  wildlife 
preservation  program. 

Mr.  Allen.  I  have  one  other  question.  I  am  not  familiar  with  the 
mechanics  of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  accounting  pro¬ 
cedures,  but  would  this  situation  prevail  with  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation  starting  the  grain  out  at  its  purchase  price  as  good  grain 
and  then  getting  a  reimbursement  of  its  capital  impairment  at  that 
price,  alhough  the  grain  itself  if  it  were  spoiled  or  depreciated  grain, 
would  be  worth  far  less  ? 

Mr.  Callison.  I  am  not  certain  I  understood  your  question,  sir. 

Were  you  asking  could  or  should  the  Commodity  Credit  Corpora¬ 
tion  sell  the  grain  to  the  State  agencies  at  the  market  price? 

Mr.  Allen.  I  am  trying  to  find  out  what  the  Department  is  going 
to  pay  for  the  loss  in  agriculture. 

Mr.  Callison.  Agriculture  is  going  to  pay  for  it,  under  this  bill. 
It  is  just  going  to  be  like  some  of  the  other  more  or  less  gift  uses  of 
this  grain. 

Mr.  Allen.  I  noticed  the  other  day  in  the  Agriculture  bill,  one  of 
the  items,  where  they  had  sold  grain  at  less  than  the  acquisition  cost, 
with  an  appropriation  from  general  funds  to  restore  the  impairment 
of  capital.  I  do  not  know  under  this  bill,  whether  we  would  be  taking 
money  from  the  Interior  Department  to  restore  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation  capital  or  not. 

Mr.  Callison.  I  believe,  under  this  bill,  any  reimbursement  from 
Interior  would  be  the  cost  of  handling,  shipping,  and  packaging,  and 
so  forth. 

Mr.  Allen.  And  not  the  cost  of  the  grain  itself  ? 

Mr.  Callison.  Not  the  cost  of  the  grain.  That  is  not  the  way  I 
read  the  bill. 

Mr.  Allen.  I  just  want  to  keep  Interior’s  funds  in  Interior. 

Mr.  Boykin.  If  there  are  no  further  questions,  I  want  to  thank  you, 
Mr.  Callison,  for  your  appearance  here. 

Mr.  Callison.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  and  gentlemen  of  the 
committee. 
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Mr.  Botkin.  I  want  to  announce  to  tlie  members  and  tlie  witnesses 
that  the  Subcommittee  on  Fisheries  and  Wildlife  Conservation  has 
several  bills  before  it  and  we  want  to  clean  them  up  within  the  next 
week,  because  we  are  coming  too  near  the  close  of  the  session. 

We  have  three  bills.  We  have  H.  It.  6959  and  two  other  bills  that 
we  would  like  to  clean  up  this  morning  before  we  go  before  the  House, 
because  you  know  the  committee  cannot  meet  during  the  important 
session  we  have  in  the  House  this  afternoon. 

So,  I  am  going  to  ask  the  witnesses  to  be  very  brief,  and  if  they 
have  any  testimony  they  want  to  put  in  the  record,  we  will  hold  the 
record  open  for  about  10  days  and  you  will  be  able  to  put  your  remarks 
in  there. 

The  next  witness  will  be  Mr.  John  Findlay,  of  the  Bureau  of  Sport 
Fisheries  and  Wildlife,  of  Interior. 

Mr.  Findlay,  do  you  want  to  say  anything? 

Mr.  Findlay.  Nothing  further  than  what  Mr.  Parker  lias  said. 

Mr.  Botkin.  Thank  you.  That  will  help  us  an  awful  lot. 

We  have  as  our  next  witness,  Mr.  Gutermutli.  Will  you  take  the 
stand,  and  be  as  brief  as  possible,  please  ?  Give  your  name,  and  whom 
you  represent,  to  the  reporter. 

STATEMENT  0E  C.  R.  GUTERMUTH,  VICE  PRESIDENT,  WILDLIFE 

MANAGEMENT  INSTITUTE 

Mr.  Guxermuth.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  C.  II.  Gutermutli,  vice  presi¬ 
dent  of  Wildlife  Management  Institute,  a  national  membership 
organization,  whose  program  has  been  dedicated  to  the  restoration 
and  wise  management  of  natural  resources  in  the  public  interest  since 

1911. 

The  institute  appreciates  this  opportunity  to  comment  on  H.  R. 
6959.  As  the  committee  knows,  the  responsibility  for  carrying  out  the 
obligations  of  the  United  States,  under  the  terms  of  the  migratory 
bird  treaties  with  Great  Britain  and  Mexico,  is  vested  in  the  United 
States  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  of  the  Department  of  the  Interior. 

That  Federal  agency  manages  and  provides  for  waterfowl  and  other 
migratory  birds  under  various  laws  enacted  by  Congress  to  implement 
the  treaties  and  advance  specific  phases  of  a  national  waterfowl 
program. 

If  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  does  not  already  have  the  general 
authority  expressed  in  H.  R.  6959,  he  should  be  empowered  to 
supplement  natural  supplies  of  feed  whenever  and  wherever  it  is 
determined  that  such  action  is  needed. 

Migratory  waterfowl  are  strong  flyers,  and  are  capable  of  under¬ 
taking  lengthy  daily  flights  to  fulfill  their  food  and  water  require¬ 
ments.  Neither  through  the  institute’s  regional  field  staff,  the  two 
waterfowl  research  stations  that  it  operates  in  Canada,  nor  in  its 
close  liaison  with  the  State  game  departments  and  the  United  States 
Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  have  we  been  able  to  uncover  any  sig¬ 
nificant  instances  of  ducks  and  geese  perishing  for  want  of  sufficient 
natural  feed. 

Under  the  authority  of  Public  Law  654,  84th  Congress,  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  the  Interior  can  obtain  wheat,  corn,  and  other  grains  from 
the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  for  the  purpose  of  luring  water- 
fowl  from  areas  where  they  may  be  feeding  extensively  on  cultivated 
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crops.  The  same  as  with  Public  Law  654,  this  proposal,  H.  R.  6959, 
seems  to  give  the  public  the  impression  that  the  surplus  grains,  un¬ 
fit  for  human  consumption,  can  be  made  available  at  little  or  no  cost 
to  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior. 

The  limited  experience  of  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  under  the 
terms  of  Public  Law  654  indicates  that  the  procedure  can  be  costly, 
however. 

Both  the  public  law  and  II.  It.  6959  instruct  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior  to  reimburse  the  CCC  for  packaging  and  transportation 
costs  in  making  the  grains  available. 

In  the  one  instance  that  it  obtained  two  carloads  of  grain  from  the 
CCC  for  use  on  a  crop  depredation  problem  in  the  eastern  United 
States  last  year,  the  grain  was  shipped  from  a  midwestern  supply 
point  and  the  “packaging  and  transporting”  costs  exceeded  several 
hundred  dollars. 

The  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  already  raises  grain  on  its  refuges 
as  one  means  of  developing  the  refuges  for  maximum  wildlife  use. 
Some  of  the  grain  is  left  standing  in  the  refuge  fields  for  immediate 
use  and  other  is  stored  for  future  refuge  use. 

It  is  my  understanding  that  the  Service  can  raise  sufficient  quan¬ 
tities  of  grain  to  take  care  of  the  more  serious  depredation  and  supple¬ 
mental  feeding  activities. 

Feeding  programs  generally  receive  enthusiastic  endorsement  from 
sportsmen  and  other  interested  in  wildlife  resources.  Those  persons 
get  an  understandable  feeling  of  accomplishment  from  providing 
feed  for  wildlife. 

Equally  apparent  also  is  the  fact  that  the  public  frequently  mis¬ 
understands  the  reasons  for  and  the  proper  methods  of  providing 
supplemental  feed  for  wildlife. 

Should  this  committee  in  its  judgment  determine  that  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  the  Interior  should  have  the  specific  authority  contained  in 
H.  R.  6959,  the  institute  believes  that  the  committee  definitely  should 
provide  guidelines  in  the  form  of  clear  and  concise  directives  to  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior. 

These  guidelines  will  increase  the  public  understanding  of  the 
objectives  of  the  proposal,  and  also  will  give  assurance  that  any  and 
all  activities  carried  on  under  its  authority  will  not  deviate  from  the 
intent  and  purpose  of  the  act.  < 

The  institute  believes  that  the  guidelines  might  well  include: 

(1)  Supplemental  feed  should  not  be  made  available  to  waterfowl 
until  after  the  termination  of  the  shooting  season. 

(2)  No  feeding  should  be  undertaken  unless  there  is  evidence  of 
an  actual  and  significant  shortage  of  natural  waterfowl  food. 

(3)  No  feeding  should  be  done  that  would  influence  ducks  and 
geese  to  remain  north  of  their  usual  wintering  grounds. 

(4)  All  feeding  that  is  undertaken  should  be  done  under  the  super¬ 
vision  of  appropriate  Federal  and/or  State  authorities  on  either 
Federal  or  State  refuge  lands. 

The  institute  does  not  oppose  this  legislation,  but  we  do  suggest 
to  the  committee  that  specific  guidelines  be  provided  in  the  bill  to  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior  for  the  carrying  out  of  the  intent  and  pur¬ 
pose  of  this  bill.  Probably  the  most  serious  problem  with  which  the 
United  States  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  is  confronted  in  the  carrying 
out  of  the  waterfowl  program  is  feeding  and  baiting.  Consequently, 
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if  specific  authorization  of  this  kind  is  given,  we  do  think  that  the 
directive  should  be  therefore  defined  quite  clearly  in  the  bill. 

Other  than  that  we  have  no  further  comment. 

Mr.  Botkin.  Any  questions,  gentlemen  ? 

Mr.  Allen.  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Botkin.  Mr.  Allen. 

Mr.  Allen.  Mr.  Gutermutli,  it  would  seem  to  me  that  in  these  fly¬ 
away  situations  where  you  have  a  whole  series  of  States  on  the  north 
and  south  axis  all  in  one  flyaway,  that  there  would  be  a  possible  danger 
in  relying  too  much  on  the  information  of  the  individual  States.  It 
would  be  quite  natural  that  they  would  all  hold  out  in  favor  of  hold¬ 
ing  the  birds  as  far  north  as  possible,  I  would  think.  Each  Northern 
State  might  be  subject  to  that  situation.  Would  you  think  there 
would  be  any  such  possibility? 

Mr.  Gutermuth.  Very  definitely  there  is,  Mr.  Allen,  and  we  recom¬ 
mended  as  one  of  the  guidelines  that  are  provided  in  my  statement 
that  it  be  provided  that  feeding  not  be  done  in  a  way  that  would 
tend  to  hold  the  birds  north  or  delay  their  flight  south. 

That  is  just  one  of  the  many  problems  that  would  have  to  be  dealt 
with  in  the  carrying  out  of  a  feeding  program  of  this  kind. 

I  brought  out  that  neither  with  our  regional  field  staff,  and  the 
institute  operates  two  of  the  most  important  waterfowl  research  sta¬ 
tions  on  the  continent,  one  at  Delta,  Manitoba,  the  other  at  Frederic¬ 
ton,  New  Brunswick,  do  we  know  of  any  instances  of  where  ducks  and 
geese  are  actually  perishing  or  really  suffering  any  serious  malnutri¬ 
tion  because  of  a  shortage  of  natural  feed.  They  are  strong  flyers. 
They  can  go  considerable  distances  each  day  for  food  and  water,  and 
we  find  no  real  serious  problem. 

That  does  not  mean,  however,  that  there  are  not  instances,  as  Mr. 
Callison  has  brought  out.  Mr.  Dingell  mentioned  one  area  in  ques¬ 
tion.  There  are  some  in  Canada.  I  know  of  instances  of  where  birds 
have  stayed  in  open  water  areas  until  the  territory  way  to  the  south 
had  frozen  completely,  and  the  birds  found  themselves  in  a  difficult 
situation.  You  have  such  conditions  it  is  true,  but  this  feeding  con¬ 
templates  expense,  Mr.  Chairman,  and  while  we  do  not  condone  the 
sending  of  grain  to  far-off  countries,  and  we  do  want  waste  grain 
utilized,  waterfowl  feeding  does  contemplate  extra  expense.  Where 
will  the  additional  money  come  from? 

One  other  thought  I  would  like  to  mention  in  substantiation  of  what 
Mr.  Parker  said : 

Now,  this  is  going  to  entail  considerable  extra  work  on  the  part  of 
the  United  States  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service.  There  is  no  doubt  about 
it.  When  the  service  gets  individual  requests  from  different  people, 
those  things  must  receive  consideration  by  a  Federal  agency.  The 
officials  cannot  merely  sit  at  a  desk  in  Washington  and  decide.  I  do 
not  care  how  good  their  reports  are  on  particular  areas,  the  people 
are  going  to  demand  attention  and  they  are  going  to  have  to  investi¬ 
gate  these  cases,  and  that  is  going  to  take  manpower  ard  it  is  going  to 
take  time.  All  this  is  going  to  entail  considerable  additional  expense, 
in  addition  to  the  actual  paying  of  the  transportation  for  grain,  and 
so  forth. 

Mr.  Botkin.  If  there  are  no  further  questions,  thank  you,  Mr. 
Gutermuth. 

93570—57 - -4 
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Are  there  any  other  witnesses  that  want  to  be  heard  on  H.  R.  6959  ? 
That  concludes  the  hearings  on  that  bill.  As  I  said,  the  record  will 
be  open  for  10  days. 

The  next  bill  is  H.  R.  6691,  introduced  by  Mr.  Reuss,  of  Wisconsin. 
(The  bill  referred  to  follows:) 

[H.  R.  6691,  85th  Cong.,  1st  sess.] 

A  BILL  To  authorize  a  ten-year  program  for  acquiring  national  migratory-bird  refuges 

and  areas 

Be  it  enacted,  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  of  the  United  States 
of  America  in  Congress  assembled,  That  section  4  of  the  Migratory  Bird  Hunting 
Stamp  Act  of  March  16,  1934  (48  Stat.  451;  16  U.  S.  C.  71Sd),  as  amended,  is 
further  amended  to  read  as  follows : 

“All  moneys  received  for  such  stamps  shall  he  accounted  for  by  the  Post  Office 
Department  and  paid  into  the  Treasury  of  the  United  States,  and  shall  be 
reserved  and  set  aside  as  a  special  fund  to  be  known  as  the  Migratory  Bird  Con¬ 
servation  Fund,  to  be  administered  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior.  There 
shall  in  addition  be  deposited  into  such  Fund  all  money  received  from  the  sale 
or  other  disposition  of  surplus  wildlife  or  of  timber,  hay,  grass,  or  other  spon¬ 
taneous  products  of  the  soil,  shell,  sand  or  gravel,  or  from  oil  or  minerals,  or  from 
other  privileges  on  refuges  established  under  sections  715-715d,  715e,  715f-715k 
and  7151-715r  of  this  title  or  under  any  other  law,  proclamation,  or  executive 
order,  administered  by  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  of  the  United  States 
Department  of  the  Interior,  less  money  paid  out  to  counties  pursuant  to  section 
715s  of  this  title.  All  moneys  received  into  such  fund  are  appropriated  for  the 
acquisition,  by  purchase,  lease  (without  being  subject  to  the  limitation  on  im¬ 
provements  contained  in  Revised  Statutes,  section  355,  of  June  28,  1930),  con¬ 
demnation  or  otherwise,  of  suitable  areas,  in  the  United  States  or  in  Canada,  for 
migratory-bird  management  areas,  refuges,  reservations,  or  breeding  grounds, 
and  shall  be  available  therefor  until  expended.  The  Secretary  of  the  Interior 
shall  acquire  such  areas  at  such  a  rate  as  to  add  to  the  Federal  system  as  close 
to  400,000  acres  a  year  as  possible  for  each  of  the  ten  years  following  fiscal  1957. 
If  the  sums  herewith  made  available  shall  in  any  year  prove  insufficient  for  this 
purpose  of  acquisition,  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  shall  so  advise  the  Congress : 
Provided,  That  in  the  discretion  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  not  to  exceed 
50  per  centum  at  any  one  time,  of  any  area  acquired  in  accordance  with  the 
provisions  of  sections  718-718h  of  this  title,  may  be  administered  primarily  as  a 
wildlife  management  area  not  subject  to  the  prohibitions  against  the  taking  of 
birds,  or  nests  or  the  eggs  thereof,  as  contained  in  section  715i  of  this  title,  except 
that  no  such  area  shall  be  open  to  the  shooting  of  migratory  birds  when  the  popu¬ 
lation  of  such  birds  frequenting  the  area  or  in  the  migrations  utilizing  such 
area  is  on  a  decline,  nor  prior  to  the  date  upon  which  the  same  has  been  fully 
developed  as  a  management  area,  refuge,  reservation,  or  breeding  ground. 

Sec.  2.  Section  2  of  the  Migratory  Bird  Hunting  Stamp  Act  of  March  16,  1934 
(48  Stat.  451;  16  U.  S.  C.  718b),  as  amended,  is  further  amended  by  striking  the 
words  “two  dollars”  and  inserting  the  words  “three  dollars”. 


Mr.  Boykin.  We  will  hear  from  Mr.  Reuss. 

STATEMENT  OF  HON.  HENRY  S.  REUSS,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN 
CONGRESS  FROM  THE  STATE  OF  WISCONSIN 

Mr.  Reuss.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  for  the  privilege  of  appear¬ 
ing  before  this  distinguished  subcommittee.  I  have  a  prepared  state¬ 
ment  in  behalf  of  H.  R.  6691  which,  with  the  Chair’s  consent  I  would 
ask  be  made  part  of  the  record. 

Mr.  Boykin.  Without  objection,  so  ordered. 
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(The  statement  referred  to  follows :) 

Statement  by  Representative  Henry  S.  Reuss  (Wisconsin) 

A  quarter  of  a  century  ago  the  Federal  Government  estimated  that  we  would 
need  at  least  12 1/2  million  acres  of  migratory  waterfowl  refuges  if  we  were  to 
preserve  what  is  left  of  our  wild  ducks  and  geese  for  the  next  generation.  But 
today  the  200  Federal  waterfowl  refuges  contain  only  3,370,000  acres,  an  amount 
that  has  remained  relatively  constant  since  1940.  To  carry  out  the  12%-million- 
acre  program,  the  Federal  Government  must  acquire  an  additional  4  million 
acres  and  State  governments  an  additional  5  million  acres. 

H.  R.  6691  seeks  to  set  up  a  10-year  Federal  program,  Operation  Waterfowl, 
for  acquiring  the  indicated  4  million  federally  owned  acres.  Operation  Water- 
fowl  would  do  for  wildlife  refuges  what  Mission  66  of  the  National  Park  Service 
will  do  for  the  national  parks  and  what  the  National  Forest  Service’s  5-year 
program  will  do  for  the  national  forests. 

H.  R.  6691  is  designed  to  furnish  guidelines  for  a  10-year  program  for  acquir¬ 
ing  as  close  to  the  goal  of  4  million  additional  acres  of  refuge  as  possible.  It 
directs  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  to  acquire  such  areas  at  a  rate  approximating 
400,000  acres  a  year  for  each  of  the  10  years  following  fiscal  1957.  The  Secre¬ 
tary  is  further  directed  to  notify  Congress  if  his  program  is  lagging.  H.  R.  6691 
would  make  such  a  program  possible  by  seeing  that  adequate  funds  are  made 
available  for  acquisition,  and  that  they  are  spent  as  economically  and  efficiently 
as  possible. 

The  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  currently  estimates  the  cost  of  acquiring  the 
Federal  Government’s  4  million  acres  at  an  average  of  $40  an  acre,  or  a  total  of 
$160  million  for  the  Federal  program.  H.  R.  6691,  basically,  does  two  things : 
(1)  it  devotes  something  in  excess  of  $100  million  in  the  next  10  years  to  Federal 
refuge  acquisition,  every  cent  of  it  supplied  not  by  appropriated  funds  but  by  the 
hunters  themselves  and  by  proceeds  from  refuges;  (2)  it  minimizes  the  shortfall 
from  the  $160  million  estimated  cost  of  the  acreage  by  saving  and  land  acquisition 
costs ;  all  to  the  end  that  the  10-year  program  can  actually  acquire  as  close  to  the 
4-million-acre  goal  as  possible. 

The  $100  million  plus  for  refuge  acquisition  under  II.  R.  6691  would  be  obtained 
from  the  following  three  sources. 

I.  Use  of  all  duck  stamp  receipts  for  refuge  acquisition.- — The  Norbeck- Ander¬ 
son  Duck  Stamp  Act  of  March  16,  1934,  had  as  its  stated  object  “the  acquisition 
of  areas  of  land  and  of  water  to  furnish  in  perpetuity  reserves  for  the  adequate 
protection  of  such  birds.”  Through  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1956,  col¬ 
lections  from  the  sale  of  duck  stamps  totaled  $49,435,423.  Of  this  amount,  only 
$4,392,167,  or  a  little  more  than  8  percent  of  the  total,  was  used  to  purchase 
acreage.  The  remaining  92  percent  was  spent  to  administer  and  develop  the 
approximately  3%  million  acres  in  existing  refuges,  for  research,  and  to  pay  for 
the  production  of  the  stamps  themselves.  Because  of  this  diversion  from  the 
acquisition  program  of  92  percent  of  total  duck-stamp  receipts,  only  264,729  of 
the  Nation’s  3%  million  acres  in  existing  refuges  have  been  purchased  from 
duck-stamp  receipts.  This  is  at  the  rate  of  about  12,000  acres  a  year  since  the 
start  of  the  program.  At  this  rate,  it  will  take  333  years  to  acquire  the  4  mil¬ 
lion  acres  which  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  specifies  as  its  minimum  pro¬ 
gram.  Several  centuries  before  that,  the  last  waterfowl  will  have  vanished 
from  the  North  American  Continent.  H.  R.  6691  provides  that  all  of  the  duck- 
stamp  funds  contributed  by  the  hunters  of  this  country,  not  merely  a  fraction, 
shall  be  devoted  to  refuge  acquisition. 

2.  Increasing  the  duck  stamp  from  $2  to  $3. — Duck  stamps  were  raised  from 
$1  to  $2  in  1949  without  causing  any  appreciable  dropoff  in  sales.  II.  R.  6691 
would  increase  the  fee  to  $3.  In  addition,  IT.  R.  6691  raises  to  50  percent 
from  25  percent  the  portion  of  a  wildlife  area  which  may  be  managed  for  hunt¬ 
ing,  rather  than  held  as  an  inviolate  refuge.  Hunters  will  willingly  pay  this 
increased  cost  if  they  have  ironclad  assurance,  as  H.  R.  6691  gives  them,  that 
the  proceeds  will  be  used  for  acquiring  refuges,  and  not  diverted  to  some  other 
purpose.  In  his  letter  to  me  of  April  13,  1957,  Les  Woerpel,  executive  secretary 
of  the  Wisconsin  Federation  of  Conservation  Clubs,  consisting  of  more  than  300 
Wisconsin  conservation  organizations,  writes  : 

“I  am  sure  that  most  sportsmen  who  hunt  ducks  wouldn’t  object  to  the  stamp 
fee  if  they  knew  that  the  original  aim  of  the  duck  stamp  was  finally  going  to  be 
carried  out.  I  know  that  many  will  object  very  much  to  any  raise  that  doesn’t 
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give  them  that  assurance.  It  is  my  hope  that  Congress  will  back  your  bill  and 
pass  it  at  this  session.” 

On  April  9,  1957,  the  Milwaukee  County  Conservation  Alliance,  consisting  of 
more  than  40  conservation  organizations,  also  unanimously  approved  H.  R.  6691 
and  the  $3  fee. 

During  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1956,  2%  million  hunters  purchased 
duck  stamps.  If  the  number  of  duck-stamp  purchasers  for  the  next  10  years 
averages  2%  million  a  year,  a  conservative  estimate  in  view  of  increasing  inter¬ 
est  in  hunting,  receipts  from  this  source,  at  $3  a  stamp,  would  be  $8,2500,000 
annually. 

3.  Use  of  proceeds  of  goods  and  services  from  refuges,  such  as  hay,  furs,  oil, 
timber,  minerals,  for  refuge  acquisition.— Receipts  from  these  sources  in  fiscal 
1956  were  $2,285,218.79  (from  which  25  percent  must  be  deducted  for  in  lieu 
payments  to  counties  under  16  U.  S.  C.,  sec.  715s)  ;  in  fiscal  1955,  $2,188,612.41; 
in  fiscal  1954,  $2,257,411.76.  It  may  reasonably  be  assumed  that  annual  net  pro¬ 
ceeds  over  the  next  10  years  will  average  $2%  million,  thus  yielding  a  total  of 
$10%  million  annually,  or  $105  million  over  the  10-year  period.  H.  R.  6691  pro¬ 
vides  that  these  net  proceeds  shall  be  used  for  acquisition. 

The  use  of  duck-stamp  funds  and  proceeds  from  the  sale  of  goods  and  services 
exclusively  for  refuge  acquisition  will  require  that  expenditures  now  financed  by 
these  receipts  will  have  to  be  met  by  direct  appropriations.  Proceeds  of  the 
sale  of  goods  and  services  are  currently  not  used  at  all  for  refuge  acquisition.  | 
Of  the  $4,739,760  received  from  duck  stamps  in  fiscal  1956,  about  $1  million  was 
used  for  refuge  acquisition,  the  remainder  to  administer  other  aspects  of  the 
Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  program,  totaling  somewhere  between  $3  and  $4 
million.  There  is  no  reason  why  Congress  should  not  address  itself  annually  to 
the  need  for  making  annual  appropriations  in  approximately  these  amounts  for 
valid  Fish  and  Wildlife  services.  Furthermore,  when  the  refuge  acquisition 
program  is  completed  in  10  years,  the  revenues  from  duck  stamps  and  from  sales 
of  goods  and  services  will  then  be  available  for  general  Treasury  purposes,  if 
Congress  so  directs. 

The  shortfall  between  the  $105  million  envisaged  and  the  $160  million  esti¬ 
mated  cost  of  acquisition,  at  $40  an  acre,  can  be  met  in  several  ways.  For  one 
thing,  the  conservation  reserve  program  set  up  under  the  Soil  Bank  Act  of  1956 
may  accomplish  the  creation  of  unexpected  acreages  of  wetlands.  Further  aug¬ 
mentation  of  the  supply  of  wetlands  can  be  expected  if  and  when  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture  curtails  its  program  of  marsh  drainage  when  it  interferes, 
as  it  frequently  does,  with  sound  conservation  practices. 

H.  R.  6691  would  attempt  to  cut  down  the  dollar  cost  of  acquiring  the  4  mil¬ 
lion  acres  by  two  methods : 

I.  Acquiring  land  by  lease  and  condemnation.— H.  R.  6691  expressly  gives  the 
right  to  acquire  by  condemnation,  which  is  not  entirely  clear  under  existing 
legislation.  It  also  permits  acquisition  by  leasing,  and  eliminates  the  present 
administrative  restriction  that  leased  land  cannot  be  the  subject  of  improve¬ 
ment.  (See  Rev.  Stat.  sec.  355  of  June  28,  1930;  Comptroller  General’s  Deci¬ 
sions  A-98408,  March  20,  1939.)  Obviously,  it  may  in  many  cases  be  more  | 
economical  for  the  acquisition  program  to  proceed  by  long-term  leasing  rather  * 
than  purchase  of  refuges  that  were  owned  outright  by  Uncle  Sam.  This  would 
be  particularly  true  of  areas  around  the  periphery. 

2.  Acquiring  land  in  Canada  as  well  as  in  the  United  States. — H.  R.  6691 
expressly  authorizes  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  to  acquire  land  in  Canada 
as  well  as  in  the  United  States.  Canadian  cluck-breeding  areas  are  available 
today  at  considerably  lower  cost  per  acre  than  is  the  case  in  the  United  States. 
Since  Canadian-bred  ducks  and  geese  are  just  as  available  to  United  States 
hunters  and  waters  as  United  States-bred  waterfowl,  it  may  in  many  instances 
be  good  business  judgment  to  erect  a  refuge  in  Canada  rather  than  in  the  United 
States.  International  details  would  have  to  be  worked  out  between  this  country 
and  Canada.  Experiences  in  international  cooperation  between  this  country  and 
Canada  with  respect  to  the  sea  lamprey,  the  St.  Lawrence  seaway,  and  the 
distant  early  warning  system  of  air  defense  should  prove  invaluable  in  working 
out  an  international  system  of  refuges. 

I  am  sure  that  H.  R.  6691  can  be  greatly  expanded  and  improved.  I  am 
equally  sure  that,  because  of  the  great  increases  in  pressure  by  hunting  and  in 
the  cost  of  land  acquisition  which  are  bound  to  come  in  the  next  10  years, 
only  such  a  massive  effort  to  restore  waterfowl  habitat  as  H.  R.  6691  envisages 
can  save  our  migratory  waterfowl  for  the  next  generation. 
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Mr.  Reuss.  And  then  I  will  be  able  to  summarize  very  briefly 
the  arithmetic  of  H.  R.  6691. 

Mr.  Boykin.  That  will  be  fine. 

Mr.  Reuss.  This  bill,  Mr.  Chairman,  like  the  excellent  bill  offered 
by  Mr.  Dingell,  H.  R.  5817,  is  a  comprehensive  attempt  to  set  up  a 
long-term  10-year  program  to  make  the  ideal  of  the  Fish  and  Wild¬ 
life  Service  for  a  program  of  waterfowl  refuges  a  reality. 

The  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  has  for  the  last  25  years  estimated 
that  there  needs  to  be  an  additional  4  million  acres  of  Federal 
wildlife  refuges,  about  double  what  we  now  have  here.  That  is  a  most 
modest  estimate. 

It  has  not  taken  account  of  the  great  increase  of  population  and 
hunting  pressure  and  the  terrible  decimation  of  our  breeding  and 
nesting  areas  through  the  drainage  and  similar  programs,  in  the 
last  10  or  15  years. 

I  think,  therefore,  it  is  a  very  conservative  estimate. 

How  much  would  it  cost  the  Federal  Government  to  open  up  these 
4  million  additional  refuges  ? 

The  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  estimates  that  it  would  cost  an 
average  of  $40  an  acre  to  buy  these  refuges,  which  makes  a  total  of 
$160  million. 

The  arithmetic  of  H.  R.  6691  is  briefly  as  follows : 

It  would,  over  a  10-year  period,  devote  about  $100  million  toward 
this  acquisition  purpose,  none  of  it,  incidentally,  raised  through  direct 
appropriations. 

The  short  fall  between  the  $160  million  estimated  and  the  $100 
million  that  would  be  provided  by  my  bill  is  sought  to  be  met  by 
various  dollar-saving  devices. 

First,  how  do  we  get  the  $100  million  or  $105  million?  We  get 
it  from  three  sources. 

(1)  Use  of  all  duck-stamp  receipts  for  refuge  acquisition.  That 
was  what  was  originally  intended  by  the  act  of  1934.  Sportsmen  have 
been  alarmed  by  the  fact  that  in  practice,  only  8  percent  of  duck-stamp 
receipts  have  been  used  for  refuge  acquisition.  Many  excellent  bills, 
including  one  by  Representative  Johnson  of  Wisconsin,  have  been 
introduced  to  earmark  a  larger  share  of  duck-stamp  revenues  for  refuge 
acquisition.  My  bill  goes  farther  and  recognizes  the  original  intent 
of  the  drafters  of  the  1934  act  and  says  to  put  it  all  in. 

Secondly,  I  would  increase  the  duck-stamp  fees  from  $2  to  $3.  I 
firmly  believe  that  American  sportsmen  would  be  willing  to  pay  this 
extra  $1  charge  if  they  received  some  sport  in  return  for  it. 

Since  this  bill  dedicates  the  entire  duclc-stamp  revenues  to  this  pur¬ 
pose,  I  believe  that  it  would  have  just  that  effect.  In  fact,  the  Wis¬ 
consin  Federation  of  Conservation  Clubs,  which  comprises  more  than 
300  sportsmen’s  organizations,  in  endorsing  my  bill  has  written  in  the 
words  of  the  executive  secretary,  Mr.  Les  Woerpel : 

I  am  sure  that  most  sportsmen  who  hunt  ducks  wouldn’t  object  to  the  stamp 
fee  if  they  knew  that  the  original  aim  of  the  duck  stamp  was  finally  going  to 
be  carried  out. 

Similarily,  the  Milwaukee  County  Conservation  Alliance,  which 
consists  of  more  than  40  conservation  organizations,  has  endorsed  the 
bill,  saying  that  duck  hunters  will  gladly  pay  the  additional  fee  if  for 
a  change  their  contributions  are  really  going  for  the  purpose  of  build¬ 
ing  up  a  real  system  of  refuges. 
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The  third  source  of  funds  would  be  to  use  the  proceeds  of  the  sale 
of  goods  and  services  from  the  refuges,  such  as  hay,  furs,  oil,  timber, 
or  minerals  for  this  acquisition  purpose. 

I  estimate  that  those  proceeds  are  going  to  average  around  $214 
million  a  year  and  together  with  the  $3  duck  stamp  fee,  there  should  be 
around  $10,500,000  a  year,  or  $105  million  over  a  10-year  period. 

Now,  how  to  make  up  the  shortfall  between  the  $105  million  and  the 
$160  million? 

In  the  first  place,  I  hope  that  the  soil  bank  reinvigorated,  I  trust, 
in  the  years  to  come  will  mean  that  many  farmers  will  be  induced  to 
keep  or  return  wetlands  to  their  proper  wildlife  habitat  function. 

I  would  hope,  too,  that  the  Department  of  Agriculture  would  take 
another  look  at  its  wetland  drainage  program  and  see  to  it  that  the 
purpose  of  conserving  our  wildlife  is  not  lost  sight  of  there. 

In  addition  to  these  broad  ways  of  getting  more  acres  for  a  dollar, 
H.  R.  6691  has  two  specific  methods : 

One,  it  allows  the  acquisition  of  land  for  the  refuges,  not  just  by 
purchase  but  also  by  condemnation  and  by  lease.  Under  existing  law.  1 
while  the  Government  can  lease  land  for  refuge  purposes,  it  cannot 
erect  any  structures  on  them,  and  it  has  seemed  to  those  of  us  who  have 
studied  the  problem  that  an  amendment  to  the  law  which  lets  the 
Government  buy  or  lease  as  seems  most  economical,  or  buy  the  central 
part  of  a  refuge  and  lease  around  the  periphery,  may  be  a  method  of 
acquiring  more  acres  for  the  same  amount  of  money. 

Secondly,  my  bill  would  authorize  the  acquisition  of  the  refuges, 
not  just  in  the  United  States  but  if  it  would  be  more  economical  in  our 
sister  state  of  Canada.  Acreage  that  is  very  valuable  for  wildlife 
production  purposes  is  available  in  Canada  for  far  less  per  acre  than 
in  this  country.  Since  we  have  shown  ability  to  get  along  with  our 
good  neighbor  to  the  north  with  respect  to  the  St.  Lawrence  Seaway, 
with  respect  to  distant  early-warning  systems  of  air  defense  warning, 
and  with  respect  to  exterminating  the  sea  lamprey,  I  would  hope  that 
a  cooperative  program  could  be  worked  out  so  that  American  dollars 
could  be  stretched  farther  by  being  able  to  be  spent  in  Canada. 

That,  gentlemen,  is  the  arithmetic  of  H.  R.  6691.  It  is  a  modest 
attempt  to  do  what  I  believe  needs  to  be  done  to  set  up  for  operation 
waterfowl  for  our  migratory  resources,  what  Mission  66,  adopted  by  . 
Congress,  sets  up  for  our  national  parks,  and  what  Mission  Forest  ' 
Service  sets  up  for  our  national  forests. 

I  believe  that  legislation  along  the  lines  of  the  bills  introduced  by 
Mr.  Dingell  and  myself  can  be  worked  out  by  your  fine  subcommittee, 
and  by  the  Merchant  Marine  and  Fisheries  committee,  and  passed  by 
Congress,  and  a  great  forward  step  in  conservation  will  have  been 
taken. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Botkin.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Reuss,  for  an  excellent  presentation 
in  regard  to  the  bill  that  you  have  introduced. 

You  claim  that  there  would  be  no  opposition  from  the  sportsmen 
organizations  as  to  the  increase  in  the  duck-stamp  fees  of  a  dollar. 
You  have  taken  that  up  with  the  sportsmen  organizations,  I  believe? 

Mr.  Reuss.  I  have  the  unanimous  approval  of  all  the  conservation 
organizations  in  my  home  State  of  Wisconsin. 

However,  the  national  organizations,  such  as  the  Wildlife  Manage¬ 
ment  Institute,  the  Wildlife  Federation,  the  Izaak  Walton  League, 
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will,  I  believe,  submit  their  own  statements,  and  I  think  they  must 
speak  for  themselves  on  that. 

Mr.  Botkin.  Fine.  We  will  hear  from  them  later  on. 

Mr.  Allen,  do  you  have  any  questions  ? 

Mr.  Allen.  No. 

Mr.  Boykin.  Mr.  Dingell  ? 

Mr.  Dingell.  J ust  a  brief  question,  Mr.  Chairman. 

I  would  like  to  compliment  our  distinguished  colleague  here,  Mr. 
Reuss,  on  a  very  fine  statement  and  a  very  fine  bill.  I  happen  to  be 
an  author  of  a  somewhat  similar  bill,  but  I  must  confess,  myself,  I  was 
very  pleasantly  surprised  by  the  very  careful  thought  and  considera¬ 
tion  that  has  gone  into  this  bill  by  our  good  friend  here. 

I  think  it  shows  that  he  is  a  real  conservationist  and  that  his  efforts, 
in  fact,  in  the  past,  have  already  been  considerable  to  improve  conser¬ 
vation  by  the  Reuss  bill  of  last  year,  which  we  discussed  earlier  in  this 
committee  this  morning,  which  became  law,  and  which  has  done  a 
great  deal  for  wildlife,  wildfowl,  and  conservation,  and  also  for  the 
farmers. 

So,  I  would  just  like  to  congratulate  you,  Mr.  Reuss,  on  your  splen¬ 
did  record  as  a  conservationist,  and  fine  interest  that  you  have  in  this 
subject. 

Mr.  Reuss.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Dingell. 

Mr.  Boykin.  Are  there  any  further  questions  ? 

Mr.  Clark.  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Boykin.  Air.  Clark. 

Mr.  Clark.  First,  I  want  to  compliment  the  gentleman  from  Wis¬ 
consin  on  his  very  fine  presentation  of  this  bill,  but  I  have  a  couple 
of  questions  that  I  would  like  to  ask  you,  Mr.  Reuss. 

As  I  understand  it,  in  your  program,  it  would  not  require  any  appro¬ 
priation,  is  that  right  ? 

Mr.  Reuss.  That  is  correct.  It  would  be  paid  for  entirely  with 
duck-stamp  funds  and  proceeds  from  the  refuges. 

Mr.  Clark.  How  would  we  meet  the  costs  of  enforcing  the  game 
laws  and  maintaining  these  refuges  ? 

Mr.  Reuss.  That  would  have  to  be  met  from  direct  appropriations. 

For  example,  last  year,  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  used  between 
$3  million  and  $4  million  worth  of  duck -stamp  funds  for  the  purposes 
you  mentioned.  Now,  Congress  would  have  to  face  up  to  that  problem 
directly,  and  make  suitable  appropriations  for  those  purposes. 

I  myself  believe  that  Congress  is  fully  prepared  to  do  so.  These 
are  worthwhile  public  purposes,  and  should  be  met  by  annual  appro¬ 
priations. 

I  believe,  however,  that  duck-stamp  fees  paid  by  sportsmen  them¬ 
selves  can  well  be  channeled  directly  into  acquisitions. 

Mr.  Clark.  I  think  you  are  right,  Mr.  Reuss. 

That  is  all. 

Mr.  Allen.  Mr.  Chairman  ? 

Mr.  Boykin.  Mr.  Allen. 

Mr.  Allen.  Mr.  Reuss,  I  notice  on  page  2,  line  10,  you  use  the  words 
“all  moneys  received  into  such  fund  are  ‘appropriated’  for  the  acquisi¬ 
tion,”  et  cetera.  I  do  not  remember  ever  having  seen  that  language 
in  a  bill  out  of  this  committee  before.  I  am  curious  whether  it  would 
be  subject  to  a  point  of  order. 
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Mr.  Reuss.  You  make  a  point  which  I  think  is  very  cogent,  sir,  and 
I  would  hope  that  the  counsel  could  reassure  you  on  that. 

However,  let  me  say  that  this  language  that  you  just  read  from 
line  10,  I  lifted  verbatim  from  the  existing  Migratory  Bird  Hunting 
Stamp  Act,  which  I  believe  did  originate  in  this  committee.  I  myself 
would  perhaps  not  have  used  the  word  “appropriated,”  because  really 
we  are  not  appropriating,  we  are  channeling  or  directing,  but,  in  order 
to  avoid  a  point  of  order,  or  at  least  having  to  argue  a  point  of  order, 
it  might  be  very  well,  in  the  committee’s  deliberations,  to  consider 
changing  that  word  to  the  word  “channeled”  or  “directed.” 

Mr.  Allen.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Boykin.  If  there  are  no  further  questions,  thank  you,  Mr. 
Reuss.  The  next  witness  will  be  the  Congressman  from  Wisconsin, 
Mr.  Johnson,  please. 

STATEMENT  OF  HON.  LESTER  R.  JOHNSON,  A  REPRESENTATIVE 
IN  CONGRESS  FROM  THE  STATE  OF  WISCONSIN 

Mr.  Johnson.  Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  committee,  I 
have  introduced  in  this  session  a  duck-stamp  bill  known  as  H.  R.  3632, 
which  is  similar  to  a  bill  introduced  in  1955,  H.  R.  2142. 

I  am  appearing  here  this  morning  not  in  favor  of  any  particular 
legislation  but  just  in  favor  of  duck-stamp  legislation. 

I  believe  I  took  an  hour  and  a  half  of  the  committee’s  time  in  1955, 
and  I  made  a  very  thorough  study  at  that  time.  I  think  we  have  it 
printed  now.  It  is  about  55  pages. 

I  dug  up  a  lot  of  information  that  the  committee  or  Members  of 
Congress  had  never  had  at  any  prior  time  on  what  was  happening  to 
duck-stamp  money. 

I  hoped  the  chairman  of  the  committee  would  have  stayed,  because 

1  had  a  few  remarks  that  I  wanted  to  point  out  to  him. 

I  thought  it  was  very  fine  last  year  that  he  held  such  an  ex¬ 
tended  hearing,  and  I  think  it  is  fine  that  we  are  having  one  this 
year,  but  I  would  like  to  see  a  little  action  out  of  this  committee. 

It  is  fine  for  us  to  come  in  here  once  every  2  years  and  have  a  hearing 
and  shout  and  tell  you  what  we  want,  but  I  would  like  to  see  your  com¬ 
mittee  come  out  with  some  kind  of  legislation. 

I  know  that  you  are  a  very  capable  committee  and  you  all  would 
like  to  do  something.  I  would  like  to  see  you  have  an  executive 
session  after  we  are  through  with  this  thing,  and  either  turn  us  down 
or  report  out  a  bill. 

I  am  not  asking  either,  for  the  Johnson  bill,  Clair  Engle  bill,  or  the 
bill  by  Dingell  or  the  bill  by  Reuss,  but  I  wish  for  you  to  consider 
them  all  and  see  if  we  cannot  get  something  done  on  this  matter. 

I  know  the  people  out  in  the  Midwest  are  anxious  to  see  some  legis¬ 
lation,  and  I  have  talked  to  conservation  groups  all  over  my  district 
in  regard  to  duck-stamp  legislation. 

I  realize  that  the  reason  the  committee  is  not  hearing  Congressman 
Engle’s  bill  and  mine  at  this  time  is  that  there  was  a  very  extensive 
hearing  2  years  ago,  but  I  hope  now  that  you  have  hearings  on  these 

2  bills  and  the  ones  you  had  in  1955  and  that  you  can  get  together 
and  work  out  some  legislation  and  we  have  a  chance  to  vote  on  it  in 
the  Congress. 

Thank  you. 
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Mr.  Boykin.  Thank  you,  Congressman. 

Mr.  Johnson.  Are  there  any  questions  you  want  to  ask  me  ? 

Mr.  Boykin.  Do  you  have  a  statement  to  file  with  the  committee? 

Mr.  Johnson.  That  is  all  the  statement  I  have.  I  will  not  take  as 
much  of  your  time  as  I  did  2  years  ago. 

Mr.  Boykin.  I  appreciate  it,  and  I  will  tell  you,  this  subcommittee 
will  do  everything  possible  to  help  you  out. 

Mr.  Johnson.  "Maybe  you  can  see  what  you  can  do  with  the  chair¬ 
man  to  call  an  executive  session. 

Mr.  Boykin.  Beg  pardon? 

Mr.  Johnson.  Maybe  you  can  prevail  on  the  chairman  to  call  an 
executive  session  to  see  if  you  will  turn  us  down  or  support  us. 

Mr.  Boykin.  That  will  be  up  to  the  membership  of  this  committee. 

Mr.  Dingell,  do  you  want  to  be  heard  ? 

Mr.  Dingell.  No. 

Mr.  Boykin.  Now,  it  is  the  wish  of  this  subcommittee  to  try  to 
finish  this  bill,  or  these  bills,  this  morning,  and  we  do  not  wish  to  shut 
off  any  witnesses.  We  all  want  to  give  you  every  opportunity  to  be 
heard. 

If  we  do  not  finish  this  morning,  we  will  have  to  go  into  session  to¬ 
morrow  or  some  time  next  week.  We  would  like  to  complete  it  by  next 
week. 

So  the  next  witness  will  be  Mr.  Lansing  A.  Parker. 

Mr.  Dingell.  Mr.  Chairman,  perhaps  rather  than  him  giving  a 
lengthy  statement,  maybe  he  would  like  to  summarize  and  file  a  long 
statement  for  the  record. 

STATEMENT  OF  LANSING  A.  PARKER,  ASSISTANT  DIRECTOR, 

BUREAU  OF  SPORT  FISHERIES  AND  WILDLIFE,  DEPARTMENT 

OF  THE  INTERIOR— Resumed 

Mr.  Parker.  I  have  actually  two  statements,  one  that  briefly  sum¬ 
marizes  our  whole  problem  that  has  been  covered  here  before,  and  I 
will  not  read  that  at  all. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  to  file  that  with  the  record  at  this  point. 

Mr.  Boykin.  Without  objection,  so  ordered. 

(The  statement  referred  to  follows :) 

Statement  of  Assistant  Director  Lansing  A.  Paekee,  Bueeau  of  Spoet 

Fishebies  and  Wildlife 

The  Department  of  the  Interior’s  reports  on  the  two  bills,  H.  R.  5817  and 
H.  R.  6691,  are  in  preparation  and  awaiting  clearance  as  to  conformity  with  the 
administration’s  program.  In  the  absence  of  such  clearance  I  am  not  in  a  position 
to  state  the  Department’s  stand.  The  following  material  is  presented  from  the 
viewpoint  of  the  Bureau  of  Sport  Fisheries  and  Wildlife,  based  on  plans  and 
information  at  hand. 

The  eventual  fate  of  waterfowl  on  the  North  American  Continent  is  uncertain, 
more  so,  in  fact,  than  for  any  other  game  species.  Habitat  is  the  basic  need, 
for  without  it  the  ducks  will  disappear  and  the  age-old  sport  of  waterfowl  hunting 
will  be  gone.  A  national  wetland  survey,  completed  in  1955,  revealed  that 
there  are  but  8,820,000  acres  of  high-value  waterfowl  habitat  and  13,617,000  acres 
of  moderate-value  habitat  in  the  United  States,  or  a  total  area  less  than  the 
size  of  the  State  of  Indiana  remaining.  The  future  of  the  waterfowl  resource 
lies  in  the  safeguarding  of  these  lands,  for  most  of  the  ducks  and  geese  spend 
4  to  6  months  each  year  within  the  continental  limits  of  the  United  States.  The 
problem  is  not  new ;  however,  the  need  for  action  has  become  more  urgent 
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and  it  is  now  evident  that  the  degree  of  success  achieved  in  meeting  waterfowl 
requirements  will  depend  upon  how  much  of  the  remaining  wet  lands  can  be 
preserved  for  perpetuity.  The  seriousness  of  the  problem  is  reflected  in  the 
legislation  proposed  in  the  84th  Congress  and  in  the  present  Congress  to  imple¬ 
ment  an  expanded  program  of  land  acquisition. 

The  State  conservation  departments  cooperated  -with  the  Bureau  of  Sport 
Fisheries  and  Wildlife  in  conducting  the  national  inventory  of  wetlands.  Plans 
for  unified  action  in  meeting  waterfowl  habitat  requirements  are  being  de¬ 
veloped  jointly  with  the  States  through  four  regional  organizations  known  as 
liyway  councils.  Through  these  councils  much  progress  has  been  made  in  manage¬ 
ment  planning,  including  programs  for  the  acquisition  of  strategic  waterfowl 
areas. 

It  is  estimated  that  not  less  than  12,500,000  acres  of  land  suitable  for  water- 
fowl  management  should  be  under  public  control.  At  the  present  time  the 
Bureau  of  Sport  Fisheries  and  Wildlife  has  3,300,000  acres  under  management 
for  waterfowl.  Collectively,  the  State  fish  and  game  departments  control 
1,450,000  acres  of  waterfowl  habitat.  In  order  to  meet  the  obligations  of  the 
United  States  under  international  treaties  designed  to  safeguard  the  migra¬ 
tory  bird  resource  and  to  implement  the  acts  of  Congress,  it  is  proposed  that  the 
Bureau  acquire  an  additional  4,230,000  acres  of  waterfowl  habitat. 

Based  on  present  land  prices,  it  is  estimated  that  the  waterfowl  lands  proposed 
for  purchase  during  the  next  10  years  will  cost  an  average  of  $40  per  acre. 
On  this  basis  the  total  cost  of  the  Bureau’s  share  of  the  proposed  waterfowl 
habitat  acquisition  program,  including  land  appraisals,  surveys,  abstracting, 
and  related  expenses,  would  be  about  $254  million. 

Wetlands  have  multiple  values  and  will  meet  other  needs  in  addition  to  helping 
fulfill  requirements  for  the  preservation  and  management  of  the  migratory  bird 
resource.  The  high-quality  wetlands,  of  which  there  are  slightly  more  than  S 
million  acres  remaining,  must  have  top  priority  in  future  acquisitions. 

At  the  present  time  duck-stamp  receipts  and  reverted  Federal  aid  funds  repre¬ 
sent  the  only  source  of  money  for  the  Bureau’s  land  purchase  program.  These 
funds  have  been  required  for  the  implementation  of  the  migratory  bird  program 
as  authorized  by  Congress,  and  a  large  part  of  the  duck-stamp  revenue  has,  of 
necessity,  been  used  for  the  development,  operation,  and  maintenance  of  the 
present  waterfowl  refuges.  The  duck-stamp  income  has  remained  nearly 
stable,  whereas  costs  of  land,  materials,  and  labor  have  increased  progressively 
over  the  past  several  years.  Only  about  8  percent  of  the  total  duck-stamp  income 
to  date  has  been  used  for  the  purchase  of  waterfowl  lands.  It  is  estimated  that 
$7,500,000  will  be  required  annually  to  properly  operate  and  maintain  the  existing 
refuges  and  those  in  process  of  acquisition.  The  annual  duck-stamp  income  is 
estimated  at  $4,500,000.  Refuge  receipts,  which  the  Congress  has  authorized 
to  be  used  for  the  migratory  bird  program,  are  estimated  at  $1,700,000  annually. 
At  present  it  is  estimated  that  the  total  funds  available  for  refuge  operation  and 
maintenance  for  the  fiscal  year  1958,  including  duck-stamp  funds,  refuge  receipts, 
and  direct  appropriations,  will  aggregate  $5,569,000.  It  is  evident  that  the  habi¬ 
tat  requirements  for  the  waterfowl  resource,  including  the  preservation  of  wet¬ 
lands,  cannot  advance  materially  without  increased  appropriations. 

The  Bureau  is  experiencing  difficulty  in  initiating  a  program  of  “pothole”  acqui¬ 
sition  in  the  breeding  areas  of  the  Prairie  States.  Landowners  are  reluctant  to 
segregate  these  small  marsh  areas  from  their  other  holdings.  Benefit  payments 
which  many  landowners  are  now  receiving  present  a  new  problem.  We  have 
found  in  recent  months  that  lands  proposed  for  refuge  purposes,  and  for  which 
purchase  negotiations  have  been  initiated,  are  not  now  available.  Several  land- 
owners  now  advise  that  the  income  from  benefit  payments  is  such  that  they  can 
no  longer  afford  to  consider  selling. 

The  Bureau  endorses  the  objective  of  the  bills  under  consideration.  However, 
we  believe  tTiat  the  earmarking  of  duck-stamp  funds  and  refuge  receipts  without 
providing  for  essential  activities  now  supported  in  part  by  such  funds  would 
tend  to  create  an  unbalance  that  could  jeopardize  what  has  been  accomplished 
thus  far. 

Mr.  Parker.  I  would  like  to  present  a  statement  dealing  directly 
with  the  provisions  of  H.  R.  6691. 

Mr.  Botkin.  You  may  proceed. 

Mr.  Parker.  I  will  rush  along  here. 
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The  Bureau  of  Sport  Fisheries  and  Wildlife  is  grateful  for  the 
opportunity  to  present  its  views  on  H.  R.  6691,  an  authorization  for  a 
10-year  program  for  acquiring  migratory  bird  refuges. 

This  bill  has  the  effect  of  considerable  altering  of  the  procedures  of 
the  Migratory  Bird  Hunting  Stamp  Act  by — 

(1)  Increasing  the  price  of  the  duck  stamp  from  $2  to  $3. 

(2)  Providing  that  the  revenues  from  the  sale  of  the  stamps 
and  the  receipts  from  the  sale  of  products  and  privileges  on  the 
refuges  are  to  be  deposited  in  the  special  migratory-bird  conser¬ 
vation  fund ; 

(3)  Earmarking  all  such  moneys  for  the  acquisition  of  lands 
for  refuge  purposes  at  the  rate  of  approximately  400,000  acres 
per  year  for  a  10-year  period ; 

(4)  Increasing  the  percentage  from  25  percent  to  50  percent 
of  the  area  of  any  refuge  chat  may  be  open  to  hunting,  at  the 
discretion  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior. 

The  Bureau  feels  that  the  increase  in  the  price  of  the  stamp  is  in 
keeping  with  the  extensive  benefits  provided  by  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  in  behalf  of  the  waterfowl  hunters  and  does  not  expect  the  in¬ 
crease  will  cause  any  appreciable  drop  in  sales.  At  the  current  rate 
of  sales,  it  is  estimated  that  there  will  be  an  increase  of  $2,250,000,  or 
a  total  of  $6,750,000  annually,  resulting  from  this  provision. 

We  are  entirely  in  accord  with  the  objective  to  undertake  a  vigorous 
acquisition  program.  The  needs  are  immediate  and  urgent,  if  we  are 
to  save  the  remnants  of  the  waterfowl  habitat  of  the  Nation.  How¬ 
ever,  the  progress  of  this  acquisition,  in  large  measure,  will  be  gov¬ 
erned  by  the  willingness  of  the  landowners  to  sell  or  lease  without 
resorting  to  condemnation.  We  believe  the  400,000  acres  to  be  ac¬ 
quired  annually  is  a  logical  goal  to  strive  for. 

However,  at  the  prevailing  land  prices,  the  total  funds  to  be  avail¬ 
able  from  this  method  of  financing  will  not  be  sufficient  to  meet  this 
goal. 

At  present  the  revenues  from  the  sale  of  products  and  privileges  on 
the  refuges  is  permanently  earmarked  for  law  enforcement,  operation, 
and  maintenance  of  the  refuges,  and  payment  to  the  counties  in  lieu 
of  taxes.  These  funds  would  have  to  be  replaced  by  annual  appropri¬ 
ations  of  general  funds  if  we  are  to  continue  to  keep  existing  refuges 
I  in  operation,  and  to  finance  other  phases  of  the  migratory-bird  pro¬ 
gram,  as  authorized  by  the  Congress. 

The  earmarking  of  all  of  the  duck-stamp  receipts  for  the  acquisi¬ 
tion  of  lands  will  likewise  require  offsetting  appropriations  to  cover 
the  costs  of  developing,  operating,  and  maintaining  the  refuges;  the 
conduct  of  migratory  game-bird  surveys;  the  enforcement  of  the 
migratory-bird  regulations;  and  the  printing  and  distributing  costs 
of  the  stamps.  The  inflexibility  of  the  earmarking  feature  would 
work  a  hardship  on  the  Bureau  and  may  unnecessarily  tie  up  funds 
that  would  be  needed  for  other  purposes  in  the  migratory-bird 
program. 

We  have  not  explored  in  detail  the  consequences  of  the  provision 
to  purchase  or  lease  areas  in  Canada.  However,  it  appears  that  such 
legislation  should  be  given  considerable  study  and  consultation  with 
Canadian  officials,  before  it  becomes  law.  It  may  involve  many  tech¬ 
nical  problems  of  international  law  and  negotiations  of  treaties. 
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The  fourth  feature — that  of  increasing  the  area  that  may  be  opened 
to  hunting  from  25  to  50  percent — would  present  complications  in 
the  administration  of  some  of  the  refuges. 

Of  particular  concern  are  the  small  marshes  or  “potholes”  that 
are  the  chief  duck-production  areas  in  the  United  States.  We  pro¬ 
pose  to  protect  these  vital  areas  by  a  program  of  purchase  and/or 
lease.  They  serve  no  important  role  during  the  migration  period, 
and  we  feel  they  could  be  opened  in  their  entirety  to  shooting,  without 
causing  any  significant  effect  on  the  waterfowl  population. 

On  the  larger  areas,  management  experience  indicates  that  up  to 
40  percent  can  be  safely  opened  to  hunting  without  disturbing  the 
sanctuary  features. 

Therefore,  if  the  bill  is  to  be  given  favorable  consideration,  it  is 
recommended  that  the  language  be  stricken  out  beginning  with  the 
word  “Provided”  on  line  23,  page  2,  through  line  10  on  page  3,  and 
the  following  statement  be  substituted : 

Provided,  That  in  his  discretion  and  subject  to  such  regulations  as  he  may 
prescribe,  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  may  permit  the  taking  of  migratory  I 
birds  on  all  or  any  part  of  any  area  subject  to  his  administrative  jurisdiction 
comprising  not  more  than  500  acres  of  land,  water,  or  land  and  water  main¬ 
tained  primarily  as  breeding  grounds  for  such  birds :  Provided,  f  urther.  That  not 
to  exceed  40  percent  at  any  one  time  of  any  area  in  excess  of  500  acres  which 
heretofore  has  been  or  which  may  hereafter  be  acquired,  reserved,  or  set  apart 
for  the  use  of  the  Department  of  the  Interior  as  an  inviolate  sanctuary  for 
wildlife,  under  any  law,  proclamation,  or  Executive  order,  may  be  administered 
by  the  said  Secretary,  in  his  discretion,  as  a  wildlife  management  area  within 
which  the  taking  of  migratory  birds  may  be  permitted  under  such  regulations 
as  he  may  prescribe,  but  no  such  area  shall  be  opened  to  the  taking  of  migratory 
birds  when  the  said  Secretary  determines  that  the  population  of  such  birds  in 
the  migrations  utilizing  such  area  is  on  a  decline,  or  that  such  taking  would 
interfere  with  the  primary  purposes  for  which  the  area  was  established  or  is 
being  maintained. 

We  believe  that  this  proposed  amendment  will  enable  us  to  more 
effectively  undertake  the  program  of  acquiring  small  production  areas. 

It  will  extend  the  authority  to  open  to  shooting  a  maximum  of  40 
percent  of  all  waterfowl  refuges,  regardless  of  the  existing  prohibi¬ 
tions. 

On  this  latter  matter,  it  should  be  pointed  out  that  some  of  the 
existing  refuges  were  purchased  with  two  or  more  sources  of  funds, 
and  the  authorizations  for  each  have  different  requirements  as  to  j 
sanctuary  limitations. 

The  increased  area  that  may  be  opened  when  conditions  warrant, 
will  provide  adequate  hunting  opportunities  without  jeopardizing  the 
welfare  of  the  resource. 

The  Bureau  of  Sport  Fisheries  and  Wildlife  endorses  the  objectives 
of  the  bill  insofar  as  they  expedite  the  acquisition  of  lands  needed  for 
refuge  purposes. 

However,  we  urge  favorable  consideration  of  H.  R.  5817,  which 
would  provide  additional  funds  through  direct  appropriations,  with¬ 
out  imposing  the  objectionable  features  embodied  in  H.  R.  6691. 

While  the  above  statment  indicates  the  position  of  the  Bureau  of 
Sport  Fisheries  and  Wildlife,  it  has  not  been  approved  by  the  De¬ 
partment  of  the  Interior  or  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. 

Mr.  Dingell.  Mr.  Chairman? 

Mr.  Boykin.  Mr.  Dingell. 
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Mr.  Dingell.  May  I  understand,  Mr.  Parker,  this  is  the  statement 
of  the  position  of  the  Bureau  as  to  both  my  bill  and  Mr.  Reuss’  bill? 

Mr.  Parker.  No.  The  statement  I  just  read  applies  to  Mr.  Reuss’ 
bill  only. 

We  have  another  statement  for  your  bill,  and  there  was  a  general 
satement  distributed  that  set  forth  the  general  problem  that  was 
being  covered  by  both  bills. 

Mr.  Dingell.  May  I  ask  you  this  question,  sir  ? 

Very  briefly,  would  it  be  possible  for  you  at  this  time,  or  at  some 
later  time  in  the  form  of  a  letter  to  our  chairman,  to  set  forth  the  posi¬ 
tion  of  the  Bureau  with  regard  to  some  combination  of  Mr.  Reuss’  bill 
and  my  bill  ? 

Mr.  Parker.  We  would  be  happy  to  do  that. 

Mr.  Dingell.  Will  you  do  that,  sir  ? 

Mr.  Parker.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Dingell.  So  we  will  have  that. 

Mr.  Parker.  We  will  be  happy  to  consider  that. 

Mr.  Dingell.  I  believe  there  would  be  no  objection,  Mr.  Chairman, 
of  including  something  like  that  in  the  record? 

Mr.  Boykin.  Is  there  any  objection? 

There  is  no  objection. 

Mr.  Dingell.  T  hank  you. 

Mr.  Boykin.  How  many  holders  are  there  of  the  duck  stamp? 
Would  you  know  offhand  ? 

Mr.  Parker.  A  little  over  a  million — a  million  and  a  quarter,  I 
think. 

Mr.  Findlay.  Two  million. 

Mr.  Boykin.  Two  million.  Do  I  understand  you  are  not  opposed 
to  the  increase  of  a  dollar  ? 

Mr.  Parker.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  Boykin.  Any  questions  of  Mr.  Parker  ? 

Mr.  Allen.  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Boykin.  Mr.  Allen. 

Mr.  Allen.  Mr.  Parker,  would  4  million  acres  of  land  be  acquired 
and  rather  generally  spread  over  the  Nation  or  are  the  needs  in  some 
areas  greater  than  in  others? 

Mr.  Parker.  The  acquisition  would  be  spread  over  each  of  the 
fly  ways,  depending  on  what  the  problem  was  in  each. 

While  the  major  concern  is  the  problem  of  the  production  areas  in 
western  Minnesota,  the  two  Dakotas,  part  of  Nebraska,  and  Montana, 
that  represents  about  a  little  better  than  a  million  acres  of  potholes, 
small  marshes  that  we  feel  need  be  acquired.  The  rest  of  it  would 
embrace  areas  along  the  migration  route  and  in  the  wintering  grounds. 

Mr.  Allen.  What  I  am  getting  at  is  this :  Funds  for  the  acquisition 
would  obviously  come  from  evenly  spreading  a  dollar  apiece  amongst 
all  the  duck  hunters.  If  the  funds  are  limited  to  acquisition  and  not 
permitted  to  go  to  maintenance,  would  this  result  in  the  duck  hunters 
in  one  area  being  deprived  of  the  maintenance  of  their  flywavs  to 
give  the  acquisition  funds  to  hunters  and  users  of  other  flyways? 

Mr.  Parker.  We  have  a  two-headed  problem  here,  one  that  we 
need  to  acquire  new  areas  and,  secondly,  we  have  to  maintain  what  we 
already  have,  and  our  feeling  in  the  Bureau  is  that  while  we  need  an 
acquisition  program,  at  the  same  time  we  have  to  have  additional 
money  so  that  we  do  not  have  to  nail  up  some  of  the  existing  areas. 
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Mr.  Allen.  I  can  agree  with  that — that  is  the  question  I  am  asking : 
Will  the  bill  accomplish  the  acquisition  of  new  lands  in  certain  areas 
and  do  so  by  depriving  the  users  of  other  areas  of  the  maintenance  of 
the  fly  ways  they  are  using  ? 

Mr.  Packer.  That  is  right;  it  would  tie  up  all  of  the  duck-stamp 
money  and  the  receipts  from  the  refuges,  part  of  which  is  now  being 
used  for  operation  and  maintenance  of  existing  refuges. 

Mr.  Allen.  Do  you  have  any  statistics  that  would  show  just  what 
change  would  be  accomplished  in  the  distribution,  or  benefit,  in  that 
regard  ? 

Mr.  Parker.  I  can  show  you  how  the  duck-stamp  moneys  are  being 
spent  at  the  present  time,  what  part  is  spent  for  acquisition,  what 
part  is  spent  for  development,  and  so  on. 

Mr.  Allen.  I  am  more  interested  in  the  fair  treatment  of  people 
in  each  part  of  the  country  than  I  am  the  purpose  for  which  the 
individual  items  are  spent. 

What  I  am  getting  at  is  that  these  east  coast  duck  hunters  are 
entitled  to  their  $3  worth. 

Mr.  Parker.  That  is  right;  and  might  I  say  this:  We  are 
going  ahead  now  with  the  development  of  flyway  management  plans 
for  the  four  flyways  in  cooperation  with  the  States,  and  what  we  are 
attempting  to  do  is  cooperatively  decide  what  acquisition  is  necessary 
with  joint  consideration  of  the  States’  interest  and  the  Bureau’s 
interests,  and  I  can  assure  you  that  all  of  the  States  would  be  con¬ 
sidering  their  own  problems  in  this  thing. 

Mr.  Allen.  From  the  standpoint  of  the  Bureau,  is  there  any  justi¬ 
fication  for  using  duck-stamp  money  for  acquisition  only  and  not 
using  any  of  it  for  maintenance  ? 

Mr.  Parker.  No.  We  feel  that  at  least  from  the  present  fiscal  point 
of  view  we  need  help  both  ways.  We  have  to  bring  current  refuges 
up  to  full  development,  maintain  those,  and  acquire  additional  refuges. 
It  is  all  part  of  the  same  problem  here. 

Mr.  Allen.  Thank  you,  sir. 

Mr.  Botkin.  If  there  are  no  further  questions,  thank  you,  Mr. 
Parker. 

The  next  witness  is  Mr.  Packard. 

So  the  gentleman  can  get  away  for  a  couple  of  weeks  of  naval  train¬ 
ing,  I  would  like  to  call  Mr.  Packard. 

State  your  name  for  the  reporter. 

STATEMENT  OF  FRED  M.  PACKARD,  EXECUTIVE  SECRETARY, 
NATIONAL  PARKS  ASSOCIATION 

Mr.  Packard.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

My  name  is  Fred  M.  Packard.  I  am  the  executive  secretary  of  the 
National  Parks  Association,  which  is  concerned  primarily  with  na¬ 
tional  parks,  but  also  is  concerned  with  wildlife  problems. 

The  National  Parks  Association  wholeheartedly  supports  the  pro¬ 
posal  that  legislation  be  enacted  that  will  accelerate  land  acquisition 
for  the  national  wildlife  refuge  system  and  lead  toward  completion  of 
the  refuge  program. 

Constant  loss  of  remaining  unprotected  lands,  especially  through 
drainage  of  marshes  and  other  wetlands,  is  increasing  the  urgency 
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of  this  program  to  insure  survival  of  our  wildlife,  especially  water- 
fowl. 

Unless  action  is  taken  now,  it  is  likely  our  waterfowl  population  will 
suffer  another  serious  decline  from  which  it  will  be  unable  to  recover 
due  to  permanent  loss  of  essential  habitat.  A  few  years  further  delay 
may  well  be  fatal. 

The  2  bills  before  the  committee  present  2  approaches  to  the  prob¬ 
lem.  Both  impress  us  favorably. 

H.  R.  6691  is  perhaps  the  more  practical,  in  that  it  is  based  on  chan¬ 
neling  duck-stamp  receipts  to  serve  the  purpose,  whereas  H.  It.  5817 
authorizes  an  equal  appropriation,  which  might  or  might  not  be  forth¬ 
coming  in  concrete  terms  in  future  years. 

Philosophically,  it  might  be  contended  that  all  Federal  expenditures 
should  be  based  on  direct  appropriations  as  a  matter  of  principle;  but 
we  have  many  years  of  experience  to  demonstrate  that  among  the  first 
items  to  be  reduced  or  delayed  by  Appropriations  Committees  are 
funds  for  wildlife  protection  and  management. 

The  elimination  of  all  money  for  wildlife  purposes  on  the  national 
forests  from  the  Forest  Service  appropriation  bills  for  several  years 
is  a  vivid  case  in  point,  and  the  whole  refuge  program,  as  far  as  it  has 
gone,  has  been  predicated  on  allocated  money. 

A  provision  of  H.  R.  6691  that  also  impresses  us  as  sound  is  that 
the  funds  allotted  shall  be  used  for  acquisition  rather  than  operation 
of  the  refuges  or  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service.  This  was  the  intent 
of  the  original  laws  relating  to  the  Pitman-Robertson  and  duck-stamp 
programs,  but  has  not  been  strictly  adhered  to  in  recent  years. 

Funds  for  operation  of  the  refuges  should  be  derived,  we  believe, 
from  the  regular  administrative  funds  of  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Serv¬ 
ice.  So  should  enforcement  funds;  but  if  there  is  likelihood  the  en¬ 
forcement  program  can  be  stiffened  by  permitting  use  of  some  allocated 
funds  for  this  purpose,  it  may  be  advisable  to  make  such  authorization. 

H.  R.  5817  contains  a  provision,  we  believe,  that  should  be  included 
in  any  legislation  enacted  on  the  subject — that  half  the  total  sum  shall 
be  available  for  acquisition  of  areas  to  be  given  the  status  of  inviolate 
sanctuaries. 

Here  again  the  earlier  laws  provided  such  protection  on  many 
refuges,  largely  through  the  interest  of  Congressman  Andresen. 

The  National  Parks  Association  has  regretted  this  protection  was 
reduced  by  later  legislation. 

The  basic  purposes  of  refuges  is  to  protect  wildlife;  it  can  best  be 
protected  by  giving  it  habitat  where  it  can  feed,  rest,  and  nest  undis¬ 
turbed,  without  being  shot. 

We  urge  that  this  provision  be  retained  in  the  final  bill. 

The  committee  will  probably  redraft  this  legislation  to  take  advan¬ 
tage  of  the  best  features  of  each  proposal.  We  are  confident  its  deci¬ 
sions  will  be  in  the  interests  of  the  wildlife  concerned.  It  is  essential 
action  be  taken  quickly. 

Thank  you. 

Mr.  Boykin.  That  completes  your  statement  ? 

Mr.  Packard.  Yes. 

Mr.  Boykin.  Mr.  Dingell  ? 

Mr.  Dingel.  No  questions,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Boykin.  Mr.  Allen  ? 

Mr.  Allen.  Mr.  Chairman. 
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Mr.  Boykin.  Mr.  Allen. 

Mr.  Allen.  Mr.  Packard,  you  make  the  point  that  refuges  should 
be  inviolate. 

A  statement  was  just  made  by  Mr.  Parker,  as  I  understood  it,  that 
the  experience  of  management  has  shown  that  40  percent  of  the  area 
can  be  opened  up  without  affecting  the  wildlife  values  adversely.  Do 
you  have  any  scientific  information  or  background  that  would  indicate 
that  you  have  better  information  than  he  has  ? 

Mr.  Packard.  I  made  no  study  of  the  matter,  sir,  for  a  good  many 
years.  I  have  studied  wildlife  and  birds  professionally  over  a  con¬ 
siderable  period  of  time,  and  it  is  my  personal  opinion  that  the  best 
way  to  protect  wildlife  resources  is  to  give  it  some  places  where  it  can 
rest  without  being  disturbed.  My  personal  opinion  is  that  some  of 
the  refuges  should  be  inviolate.  I  know  that  was  the  original  intent 
back  in  1934  when  the  Pittman-Robertson  law  was  passed — not  all  of 
the  refuges,  but  some  of  them. 

Mr.  Allen.  That  depends  on  the  size  of  the  refuge,  a  sizable  place 
to  be  undisturbed. 

Mr.  Packard.  The  size  of  the  refuge,  and  more  essentially  on  the 
behavior  pattern  and  population  of  the  individual  wildlife  species  you 
are  discussing,  whether  redheads  or  other  ducks  or  whatever  it 
may  be. 

Mr.  Boykin.  Thank  jmu,  Mr.  Packard,  for  your  wonderful  state¬ 
ment. 

We  have  about  10  minutes.  If  there  is  anybody  who  wants  to  be 
heard  this  morning,  lie  may  testify  now.  I  am  sure  we  cannot  com¬ 
plete  the  hearing.  It  affects  a  couple  of  million  sportsmen,  and  we 
aim  to  meet  tomorrow  morning  at  10  o’clock. 

Is  there  anybody  who  wants  to  be  heard  this  morning? 

Mr.  Gutermuth.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  think  I  could  present  the  neces¬ 
sary  portion  of  my  statement  and  probably  handle  any  discussion  on 
the  subject  in  10  minutes. 

Mr.  Boykin.  Will  you  hold  that,  Mr.  Gutermuth?  I  would  like 
to  find  out  whether  there  is  a  witness  here  that  has  to  go  home  and  will 
not  be  in  Washington  tomorrow. 

STATEMENT  0E  LOUIS  J.  DOYLE,  ASSOCIATE  GENERAL  COUNSEL, 
POST  OFFICE  DEPARTMENT 

Mr.  Doyle.  Mr.  Chairman,  my  name  is  Louis  J.  Doyle,  Associate 
General  Counsel  of  the  Post  Office  Department. 

I  have  Mr.  Marks,  our  finance  officer,  here  with  me. 

I  am  here  solely  to  answer  questions  about  the  sale  of  these  stamps, 
if  any  should  arise.  If  there  are  no  questions,  I  am  very  happy.  I 
would  like  to  have  the  Postmaster  General’s  letter  of  June  5,  1957, 
inserted  in  the  record  at  this  point. 

Mr.  Boykin.  Without  objection,  so  ordered. 
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(The  record  referred  to  follows:) 


Office  of  the  Postmaster  General, 

Washington,  D.  C.,  June  5, 1957. 


Hon.  Herbert  C.  Bonner, 

Chairman,  Committee  on  Merchant  Marine  and  Fisheries, 
House  of  Representatives. 


Dear  Mr.  Chairman  :  Reference  is  made  to  the  request  for  a  report  on  H.  R. 
6691,  a  bill  to  authorize  a  10-year  program  for  acquiring  national  migratory- 
bird  refuges  and  areas. 

This  measure  would  amend  section  4  of  the  Migratory  Bird  Hunting  Stamp 
Act  (16  U.  S.  C.  718d)  so  as  to  repeal  the  reimbursement  provisions  now  con¬ 
tained  in  subsection  (b)  whereby  the  Post  Office  Department  obtains  necessary 
funds  from  the  Interior  Department  to  procure  and  sell  the  migratory  bird¬ 
hunting  stamps  on  behalf  of  the  Interior  Department.  In  fiscal  year  1957  this 
amount  is  estimated  to  be  $135,695. 

Unless  this  bill  is  amended  to  continue  the  provisions  of  law  relating  to  the 
reimbursement  of  this  Department  for  services  rendered  in  connection  with 
the  cost  of  procuring  and  selling  migratory  bird-hunting  stamps,  this  Department 
is  strongly  opposed  to  the  enactment  of  this  legislation. 

The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  has  advised  that  there  would  be  no  objection  to  the 
submission  of  this  report  to  the  committee. 


Sincerely  yours, 


Maurice  H.  Stans, 
Acting  Postmaster  General. 


Mr.  Dingell.  I  would  like  to  ask  for  the  people  present  that  the 
witness  summarize  briefly  what  the  opinion  of  the  Postmaster  General 
is  on  the  bills  present  before  the  committee. 

Mr.  Doyle.  The  bill,  H.  R.  6691,  is  opposed  by  the  Postmaster  Gen¬ 
eral  unless  it  is  amended  to  make  it  possible  that  the  Department  be 
reimbursed  for  the  cost  of  the  manufacture  of  the  stamps,  the  distri¬ 
bution,  and  sale  of  them. 

Mr.  Dingell.  What  is  the  position  now  on  H.  R.  5817  ? 

Mr.  Doyle.  Reimbursement  does  not  appear  to  be  involved  in  that 

biH. 

Mr.  Dingell.  May  I  ask  the  opinion  as  to  the  Johnson  bill  and 
Clair  Engle  bill  ? 

Mr.  Doyle.  I  am  not  familiar  with  those  bills,  sir. 

Mr.  Dingell.  Those  bills,  I  believe,  Mr.  Chairman,  earmark  40 
percent  of  duck-stamp  funds  for  refuge  acquisition. 

Is  that  correct,  Counsel  ? 

Mr.  Zincke.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Dingell.  Would  you  be  in  a  position  to  tell  us  this  morning 
what  the  position  the  Post  Office  Department  would  take  on  this 
would  be  ? 

Mr.  Doyle.  Any  repeal  of  the  present  reimbursement  provision  in 
this  law  would  be  opposed  by  the  Department. 

Mr.  Dingell.  Is  that  the  only  objection  you  have  to  any  one  of 
these  bills  ? 

Mr.  Doyle.  That  is  the  only  objection,  sir. 

Mr.  Dingell.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Boykin.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Gutermuth,  if  you  will  be  very  brief,  we  would  appreciate  it. 
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STATEMENT  OF  C.  R.  GUTERMUTH,  VICE  PRESIDENT,  WILDLIFE 
MANAGEMENT  INSTITUTE— Resumed 

Mr.  Gutermuth.  Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  committee,  I 
am  C.  R.  Gutermuth,  vice  president  of  the  Wildlife  Management 
Institute,  one  of  the  older  national  conservation  organizations  that  is 
devoted  to  the  restoration  and  wise  management  of  the  renewable 
natural  resources  in  the  public  interest. 

The  conservation  organizations  are  pleased  that  the  committee  is 
holding  hearings  on  H.  R.  6691  and  other  proposals  calling  for  the 
expediting  of  the  land  acquisition  program  of  the  national  waterfowl 
refuge  system.  During  the  past  few  years  there  has  been  a  tre¬ 
mendous  increase  in  public  interest  in  waterfowl  resources. 

The  refuge  program,  and  the  other  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 
activities,  like  waterfowl  management  and  research,  which  are  de¬ 
signed  to  improve  the  continental  supply  of  ducks  and  geese  have 
been  followed  closely  by  literally  millions  of  persons  who  derive 
satisfaction  and  benefit  from  these  resources  in  one  way  or  another. 

Waterfowl  refuges  are  an  important  and  successful  part  of  the 
overall  program  of  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service. 

Without  the  Federal  refuges  that  already  have  been  acquired  and 
developed  it  is  believed  that  the  populations  of  the  various  species  of 
ducks  and  geese  would  be  considerably  lower  than  they  are  today. 

From  previous  hearings  on  the  use  of  duck  stamp  funds,  on  wild¬ 
life  policies,  and  other  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  operations,  the 
members  of  this  committee  know  that  the  sportsmen  already  are  bear¬ 
ing  a  large  part  of  the  cost  of  acquiring,  developing,  and  operating 
both  the  State  and  Federal  waterfowl  refuges  and  management 
areas.  Their  contributions  are  being  made  through  the  purchase  of 
duck  stamps  and  regular  State  hunting  licenses. 

Past  hearings  also  have  shown  that  sportsmen,  as  well  as  many 
Members  of  Congress,  believe  that  the  primary  purpose  of  the  Duck 
Stamp  Act  was  to  obtain  money  for  an  accelerated  land  acquisition 
program. 

Unfortunately,  and  to  the  dismay  of  a  great  many  unsuspecting 
duck  stamp  purchasers,  only  a  minor  portion  of  the  revenue  derived 
from  the  sale  of  stamps  has  been  used  to  add  new  lands  to  the  national 
waterfowl  refuge  system.  Most  of  the  money  has  gone  for  routine 
operations.  This  information  already  is  a  matter  of  public  record 
and  will  not  be  reiterated. 

It  should  be  realized,  however,  that  most  of  the  money  that  sports¬ 
men  thought  would  be  made  available  to  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Serv¬ 
ice  for  the  enlarging  of  the  national  waterfowl  refuge  system  has 
been  diverted.  It  was  siphoned  off  for  other  uses.  A  larger  amount 
of  the  duck  stamp  funds  was  allocated  to  land  acquisition  during  the 
past  2  years,  but  this  still  constitutes  only  a  small  part  of  the  annual 
receipts,  and  the  change  obviously  was  brought  about  by  the  congres¬ 
sional  investigations  into  that  phase  of  the  Service’s  activities. 

At  this  point,  it  should  be  stated  that  the  Service  is  only  partly 
to  blame  for  the  fact  that  such  a  small  amount  of  the  duck  stamp 
funds  has  gone  into  land  acquisition. 

Through  the  medium  of  reduced  appropriations,  the  Bureau  of 
the  Budget  and  the  Congress  has  forced  the  Service  to  dip  into 
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the  duck  stamp  receipts,  in  order  to  finance  essential  parts  of  its 
routine  operations. 

For  the  past  20  years,  wildlife  administrators  in  the  Federal 
Government  and  in  the  various  States,  have  agreed  that  12 y2  mil¬ 
lion  acres  of  suitable  land  should  be  acquired  and  developed  as 
waterfowl  refuges  for  the  purpose  of  sustaining  satisfactory  popula¬ 
tions  of  ducks  and  geese.  Of  this  amount,  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Ser¬ 
vice  has  a  goal  of  7y2  million  acres,  with  the  States  conceded  as  being 
capable  of  ultimately  restoring  about  5  million  acres. 

The  Federal  migratory  waterfowl  refuge  system  presently  lacks 
about  4  million  acres  in  achieving  the  minimum  goal  established  2 
decades  ago. 

With  these  background  comments,  concerning  the  waterfowl  ref¬ 
uge  programs,  we  will  get  back  to  H.  R.  6691. 

The  institute  is  in  thorough  accord  with  the  objectives  of  the  bill, 
and  my  comments  on  certain  sections  of  the  proposal  stem  from  a 
profound  desire  to  see  its  aims  achieved. 

The  institute  questions  the  advisability  of  earmarking  all  of  the 
duck  stamp  revenue  and  all  of  the  receipts  from  refuge  goods  and 
services  for  land  acquisition.  This  would  preclude  the  use  of  any 
of  the  duck  stamp  funds  by  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  for  emer¬ 
gencies  and  for  the  other  unusual  circumstances  that  may  be  expected 
to  arise  in  connection  with  the  refuge  program. 

For  example,  the  Service  sometimes  is  required  to  take  prompt 
action  to  repair  storm  or  fire  damages,  reconstruct  dikes,  and  the  like. 
Things  like  that  cannot  wait. 

To  delay  action  until  deficiency  appropriations  could  be  obtained 
for  such  emergencies  could  mean  the  impairment  and  perhaps  even 
the  destruction  of  important  waterfowl  refuge  values. 

The  committee  might  well  consider  the  modifying  of  H.  R.  6691  to 
make  it  clear  that  it  wants  most  of  the  duck  stamp  receipts  used  for 
land  acquisition  rather  than  to  establish  a  rigid  and  inflexible  rule 
that  all  of  the  money  must,  without  exception,  be  used  for  that  pur¬ 
pose. 

The  reasoning  for  this  recommendation  becomes  even  more  ap¬ 
parent  when  you  consider  the  role  of  the  Migratory  Bird  Conserva¬ 
tion  Commission  in  the  approval  of  refugee  areas  and  the  acquisition 
of  land  to  complete  refuge  projects. 

As  often  cited  byDr.  Ira  N.  Gabrielson,  the  president  of  the  insti¬ 
tute,  and  the  former  director  of  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  and  of 
its  predecessor  agency,  the  Bureau  of  Biological  Survey,  the  super¬ 
visory  functions  of  the  Migratory  Bird  Conservation  Commission  can 
serve  to  delay  considerably  the  initiation  and  acquisition  of  new  ref¬ 
uge  areas,  as  well  as  the  rounding  out  of  the  Federal  holdings  at  exist¬ 
ing  units. 

The  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  presently  submits  to  the  Commission 
a  prospectus  showing  the  exterior  boundaries  of  an  area  selected  for  a 
proposed  refuge  and  an  estimate  of  the  cost  involved.  The  Com¬ 
mission  may  authorize  or  reject  the  plan.  If  the  Commission  ap¬ 
proves  the  refuge,  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  can  begin  to  obtain 
options  on  the  lands  involved,  but  each  individual  option  must  then 
be  resubmitted  to  the  Commission  for  approval  before  that  particular 
parcel  of  land  can  be  purchased. 
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Since  the  Commission  frequently  rejects  units  because  of  cost  or 
other  factors,  its  action  can  make  land  acquisition  a  long-drawn-out 
process. 

Inasmuch  as  refuge  development  generally  entails  the  impoundment 
of  water,  the  failure  of  the  Commission  to  take  prompt  affirmative 
action  on  the  purchase  of  a  key  piece  of  real  estate  can  mean  long  post¬ 
ponement  in  the  actual  development  of  the  refuge. 

The  Congress  could  eliminate  a  real  bottleneck  in  the  waterfowl 
land  acquisition  program  if  it  would  either  abolish  the  Commission 
or  redefine  its  activities  so  as  to  restrict  its  function  to  passing  on  the 
location  and  size  of  proposed  refuge  purchase  units.  This  would 
enable  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  to  proceed  with  the  purchase  of 
individual  tracts  within  the  prescribed  limits  as  the  different  segments 
become  available,  at  a  satisfactory  and  equitable  price. 

In  accomplishing  this,  however,  it  would  be  expedient  for  the 
Service  to  establish  a  land  acquisition  staff  in  each  of  its  administra¬ 
tive  regions.  The  land  acquisition  team  could  acquire  property  in 
approved  refuge  purchase  areas  as  it  becomes  available,  thus  permit¬ 
ting  the  overall  waterfowl  refuse  acquisition  program  to  forge  ahead 
on  all  fronts. 

Inasmuch  as  the  Service  prefers  to  avoid  condemning  land  within 
desired  refuge  areas,  except  as  a  final  cleanup,  negotiations  for  the 
acquisition  of  land  are  a  product  of  time  and  circumstances.  Having 
authority  to  act  promptly  when  land  becomes  available  would  permit 
the  Service  to  overcome  the  frustrating  delays  that  now  are  occasioned 
by  the  necessity  of  submitting  each  purchase  unit  to  the  Migratory 
Bird  Conservation  Commission  for  reapproval. 

It  is  hoped  that  the  committee  will  limit  to  40  percent  the  area  of 
each  refuge  that  may  be  opened  to  public  shooting,  rather  than  50  per¬ 
cent  as  proposed  in  H.  R.  6691.  with  the  additional  provision  that  no 
public  hunting  shall  be  permitted  on  refuges  aggregating  less  than 
5.000  acres  in  area.  If  more  than  half  of  a  refuge  is  not  kept  closed  at 
all  times,  it  loses  its  refuge  values.  We  would  like  to  have  provision 
made  so  that  the  Service  could  buy  or  lease  some  of  the  potholes  that 
must  be  preserved  in  different  parts  of  the  country,  and  all  of  those 
small  areas  would  be  too  little  to  be  classified  and  maintained  as 
refuges. 

We  much  prefer  the  matching-fund  plan  in  H.  R.  5817  for  the 
providing  of  additional  funds  to  that  of  increasing  the  cost  of  the  duck 
stamps.  The  sportsmen  have  supported  the  duck-stamp  program 
since  its  inception  in  1934,  because  they  believed  that  it  would  acceler¬ 
ate  the  acquisition  of  land  for  the  national  waterfowl  refuge  system, 
but  now  that  they  know  that  little  land  has  been  acquired,  there  will  be 
much  less  support  for  an  increase  in  the  duck-stamp  fee. 

As  an  initial  step  to  freeing  more  of  the  duck-stamp  money  for  acqui¬ 
sition,  Congress  should  reinstate  and  increase  the  refuge  maintenance 
and  development  moneys  that  have  been  withheld  from  regular  appro¬ 
priations.  That  is  what  caused  the  diversion  of  duck-stamp  funds 
in  the  first  place. 

Congress  now  matches  money  with  the  States  for  such  benefits  to  the 
general  public  as  highway  construction,  the  restoration  of  State  game 
lands  (Pittman-Robertson  program)  and  the  restoration  of  State  fish¬ 
ing  resources  (Dingell- Johnson  program),  and  forest-fire  prevention 
and  control.  Most  people  get  some  enjoyment  and  pleasure  from 
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wildlife,  and  in  view  of  the  extra  financial  contribution  to  the  perpetu¬ 
ation  of  these  resources  that  is  being  made  by  the  sportsmen  in  the 
purchase  of  the  $2  stamps,  we  think  that  Congress  should  match  the 
total  annual  duck-stamp  receipts  with  an  equivalent  sum. 

The  sportsmen  contributed  $4.7  million  in  duck  stamp  fees  in  fiscal 
year  1956.  If  the  Congress  would  match  this  sum,  nearly  $10  million 
could  go  into  the  waterfowl  refuge  program. 

As  the  land  acquisition  goal  is  achieved,  a  greater  portion  of  duck 
stamp  receipts  could  be  used  for  the  development  and  maintenance 
of  the  refuges. 

In  summary,  the  institute  believes  that— 

1.  It  is  time  that  the  Federal  Government  assumes  its  full 
responsibilities  in  the  management  of  the  waterfowl  resources. 
The  sportsmen  already  have  contributed  nearly  $50  million  to  the 
waterfowl  refuge  program  in  the  form  of  duck  stamp  fees. 

2.  The  functions  of  the  Migratory  Bird  Commission  either 
should  be  redefined  or  the  Commission  should  be  abolished,  in 
order  to  overcome  the  delays  presently  encountered  under  the 
existing  procedures  and  practices  of  that  body. 

3.  To  actually  require  that  all  duck  stamp  receipts  be  spent  for 
land  acquisitions  as  contemplated  in  H.  14.  6691,  would  not  be 
in  the  best  interests  of  the  overall  waterfowl  refuge  program. 

4.  Providing  additional  funds  under  a  matching-fund  plan,  as 
provided  in  H.  R.  5817,  is  preferable  to  raising  the  price  of  the 
duck  stamp.  The  sportsmen  already  have  contributed  nearly 
$50  million  toward  an  adequate  national  waterfowl  refuge  pro¬ 
gram,  and  they  feel  that  the  Federal  Government  should  be 
making  up  for  the  duck  stamp  revenue  that  has  already  been 
diverted,  and  appropriations  thereby  reduced. 

Mr.  Boykin.  We  want  to  thank  you,  Mr.  Gutermuth,  for  being  so 
brief  in  giving  us  this  wonderful  statement  of  yours.  I  am  sure  that 
the  committee  appreciates  it. 

Are  there  any  questions  ? 

Mr.  Allen.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  just  have  one. 

Mr.  Boykin.  Mr.  Allen. 

Mr.  Allen.  Mr.  Gutermuth,  who  would  be  the  person  who  would 
best  speak  for  the  hunting  population  in  the  duck  stamp  business? 

Mr.  Gutermuth.  I  think  all  of  these  conservation  organizations 
here  represented  certainly  are  endeavoring,  Mr.  Allen,  to  speak  for 
the  hunters,  as  well  as  the  general  public.  I  think  we  are. 

Mr.  Allen.  I  grant  you  that.  But  some  people  lean  toward  the 
conservation  side  and  others  lean  toward  the  side  of  producing  more 
birds  to  have  more  hunting.  I  was  looking  at  the  person  who  was 
buying  the  stamp,  in  that  sense. 

Mr.  Gutermuth.  Of  course,  we  are  in  favor  of  both.  We  feel 
very  definitely  that  we  have  long  passed  a  point  in  this  country  of 
maintaining  enough  birds  of  the  various  species  for  the  esthetic 
enjoyment  of  the  general  public,  and  beyond  that  point  then,  in  the 
carrying  on  of  a  successful  waterfowl  management  program,  we  are 
doing  it  primarily  for  the  purpose  of  harvesting  those  resources,  for 
the  perpetuation  of  wholesome  outdoor  recreation,  so  I  think  that  all 
of  this,  everything  we  are  discussing  here,  is  for  the  purpose  of  per¬ 
petuating  a  higher  waterfowl  population  for  recreation  and  enjoy¬ 
ment. 
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Mr.  Allen.  That  is  what  I  was  getting  at.  Your  point  of  view, 
then,  is  likely  to  be  in  accord  with  most  of  the  boys  that  buy  the 
stamps. 

Mr.  Gutermuth.  That  is  right.  Now  then,  in  this  proposed 
amendment  of  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  they  are  advocating  hav¬ 
ing  the  discretionary  authority  of  opening  all  areas  over  500  acres 
of  land,  water,  or  land  and  water. 

We  feel  that  a  refuge  should  be  of  a  much  larger  size  before  it  is 
opened,  and  we  definitely  feel  that  at  least  40  percent— now,  it  is 
25  percent — and  while  we  probably  would  not  have  any  objection  to 
raising  to  40  percent,  we  certainly  do  not  think  that  more  than 
40  percent  of  a  refuge  should  be  opened.  If  you  do  that,  then  the  area 
ceases  to  be  a  refuge. 

Now,  if  you  have  40  percent  closed  as  an  inviolate  sanctuary  and 
60  percent  open  as  a  management  area,  well  then  certainly  you  are 
taking  care  of  both.  You  are  providing  a  true  sanctuary  for  the 
birds  and  you  are  providing  game  management  areas  for  the  public. 

Mr.  Allen.  Did  you  twist  those  figures  ?  Do  you  mean  40  percent 
closed  and  60  percent  opened  ? 

Mr.  Gutermuth.  Well,  the  bill  before - 

Mr.  Allen.  Just  in  your  own  statement. 

Mr.  Gutermuth.  Oh  yes — I  may  have  said  it  the  wrong  way 
around.  What  I  mean  is  that  we  do  not  think  that  more  than  40 
percent  of  an  area  should  be  opened. 

Mr.  Allen.  Would  you  put  in  any  minimum  size? 

Mr.  Gutermuth.  We  specify  5,000  acres. 

Mr.  Allen.  No;  I  mean  minimum  size  before  any  is  opened. 

Mr.  Gutermuth.  Yes;  we  specified  in  my  statement,  Mr.  Allen, 
that  no  refuge  should  be  opened  unless  it  is  at  least  5,000  acres  in  size. 

Mr.  Allen.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Gutermuth.  That  is  the  reason  we  took  exception  to  the 
statement  of  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  where  they  say  500  acres 
was  recommended. 

Mr.  Boykin.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Gutermuth. 

We  will  resume  hearings  on  H.  R.  6691  tomorrow  morning  at  10 
o’clock. 

I  am  sure  there  are  many  witnesses  that  want  to  testify  on  this  bill. 

And  may  I  say  that  Richard  E.  Griffith — Is  he  here  ? 

Mr.  Griffith.  Yes. 

Mr.  Boykin.  Is  Mr.  Griffith  here  ? 

Mr.  Griffith.  Yes. 

Mr.  Boykin.  You  will  be  the  first  witness  tomorrow.  Dr.  Spencer 
Smith,  you  will  be  the  second  witness  tomorrow. 

If  there  are  any  other  witnesses  that  want  to  be  heard,  will  they 
kindly  give  their  names  to  the  clerk,  please  ? 

Mr.  Dingell.  May  I  be  recognized  for  the  purpose  of  mailing  a 
motion  ? 

Mr.  Boykin.  What  was  that? 

Mr.  Dingell.  May  I  be  recognized  for  the  purpose  of  making  a 
motion  ? 

Mr.  Boykin.  Yes,  sir.  Mr.  Dingell. 

Mr.  Dingell.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  to  make  a  motion  at  this 
time  that  our  friend  and  colleague,  Mr.  Frank  Carlson,  member  of  the 
Migratory  Bird  Commission,  or  Mr.  Andresen,  also  a  member  of  the 
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same  Commission,  be  invited  to  testify  and  give  us  their  views  on  the 
progress  of  refuge  acquisition  programs,  which  I  think  we  need  en¬ 
lightenment  on  very  badly.  I  am  sure  Mr.  Carlson  would  testify, 
because  I  asked  him  the  other  day,  and  he  said  he  would  be  delighted 
to  come  over  and  give  us  his  experience. 

Mr.  Boykin.  Will  the  clerk  notify  him  ? 

And  if  time  permits  we  will  start  hearings  on  H.  R.  5817  tomorrow. 

The  committee  is  adjourned. 

(Whereupon,  at  12 :05  p.  m.  Thursday,  June  6,  1957,  the  hearing  in 
the  above-entitled  matter  was  recessed  to  reconvene  at  10  a.  m.,  Friday, 
June  7,  1957.) 
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FRIDAY,  JUNE  7,  1957 

House  of  Representatives, 

Subcommittee  on  Fisheries  and  Wildlife  Conservation 

of  the  Committee  on  Merchant  Marine  and  Fisheries, 

Washington,  D.  C. 

The  subcommittee  met,  pursuant  to  call,  at  10  a.  m.,  in  room  219, 
Old  House  Office  Building,  Hon.  John  C.  Kluczynski  (acting  sub¬ 
committee  chairman)  presiding. 

Mr.  Kluczynski.  The  subcommittee  will  come  to  order. 

The  Subcommittee  on  Fisheries  and  Wildlife  Conservation  will 
resume  hearings  on  H.  R,  6691  and  the  first  witness  this  morning  will 
be  Mr.  Richard  E.  Griffith. 

Mr.  Griffith.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  no  additional  comments  to 
make  to  those  Mr.  Parker  offered  yesterday. 

Mr.  Kluczynski.  Mr.  Spencer  Smith  ? 

(No  response.) 

Mr.  Kluczynski.  Mr.  Callison,  is  he  here  ? 

Is  there  anybody  here  who  wants  to  be  heard  on  this  legislation  ? 

Mr.  Shoemaker.  Yes,  Mr.  Chairman. 

My  name  is  Carl  Shoemaker,  and  I  am  the  counsel  for  the  Inter¬ 
national  Association  of  Fish  and  Game  Commissioners. 

Mr.  Kluczynski.  Do  you  have  a  statement  ? 

Mr.  Shoemaker.  I  have  no  prepared  statement,  but  I  thought  I 
would  like  to  come  on  after  Mr.  Callison.  He  ought  to  be  here  any 
minute. 

Mr.  Kluczynski.  Then  we  will  recess  for  5  minutes. 

(A  short  recess  was  taken. ) 

Mr.  Kluczynski.  The  committee  will  come  to  order. 

Mr.  Shoemaker,  will  you  take  the  witness  chair,  please,  and  give  your 
name  to  the  reporter  and  the  name  of  the  organization  you  represent  ? 

STATEMENT  OF  CARL  SHOEMAKER,  COUNSEL,  NATIONAL  ASSO¬ 
CIATION  OF  FISH  AND  GAME  COMMISSIONERS 

Mr.  Shoemaker.  I  have  a  copy  here  of  Mr.  Callison’s  statement, 
but  I  will  talk  to  the  two  bills  that  are  pending  before  the  committee. 
One  of  them  is  by  Mr.  Reuss  and  the  other  is  by  Mr.  Dingell.  Both 
of  them  approach  this  matter  of  wet  land  acquisition  from  different 
angles,  and  it  seems  to  me  that  there  are  good  portions  in  both  bills. 
In  the  first  place,  the  Reuss  bill  takes  all  the  money  that  is  presently 
received  by  the  Government  in  the  sale  of  its  waterfowl  stamps  or  duck 
stamps,  and  will  use  that  for  acquisition  purposes  along  the  different 
flyways  in  order  to  hold  this  fine  resource  for  the  future. 
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There  is  not  any  question  about  it,  that  if  we  expect  to  have  water- 
fowl  shooting  in  the  next  50  years,  we  have  to  prepare  for  the  program 
right  today.  The  program  has  lagged  considerably  over  the  years. 

I  can  remember  the  first  approach  to  this  was  in  1929  when  the  bill 
was  passed.  That  is,  the  Norbeck-Andresen  bill  which  authorized 
appropriations  of  some  $8  million  or  $10  million  over  a  period  of  7,  8, 
or  10  years.  The  Congress  was  authorized  to  appropriate  a  certain 
amount  of  money  each  year  but  never  did.  Unless  there  is  something 
in  the  act  which  makes  it  mandatory  for  the  Congress  to  appro¬ 
priate  the  money,  which  is  called  for  in  either  one  of  these  bills,  there  is 
going  to  be  trouble. 

I  think  your  distinguished  counsel,  Mr.  Zincke,  could  whip  these  2 
bills  into  i  fine  bill.  The  Dingell  bill  is  good  as  far  as  it  goes  and 
excellent,  and  so  is  the  Eeuss  bill.  It  seems  to  me  that  we  have  a  real 
problem  to  work  out  and  that  is  whether  or  not  raising  the  price  of 
the  duck  stamp  from  $2  to  $3  is  going  to  do  the  job  as  contemplated 
in  the  Eeuss  bill.  I  do  not  believe  that  $3  will  do  the  job.  I  suggested 
to  Mr.  Eeuss  before  he  introduced  this  bill  that  he  ought  to  make  that 
at  least  $5.  It  would  be  easier  to  come  down  to  $4  than  it  would  be  to 
go  from  $2  up  to  $4.  It  seems  to  me  that  the  great  objective  to  be 
achieved  in  both  of  these  bills  is  that  we  must  have  a  certain  amount  of 
money  every  year  to  take  care  of  this  job  and  it  is  provided  for,  in  both 
instances,  except  that  I  do  not  believe  that  the  Congress  will  appro¬ 
priate  the  necessary  money  to  take  care  of  the  situation  as  provided  in 
Mr.  Dingell’s  bill.  But,  in  the  Eeuss  bill,  I  think  there  is  one  blind 
spot.  I  think  that  you  must  make  some  provision  for  the  enforcement 
of  the  migratory  bird  regulations,  which  is  not  made  in  his  bill.  He 
takes  all  of  the  money  that  is  brought  in  and  turns  it  over  for  the 
purpose  of  acquisition  of  wet  lands.  Presently,  there  is  about  $4.5 
million  coming  in  from  duck  stamps — it  is  nearly  $5  million,  but  let 
us  call  it  $4.5  million — and  15  percent  of  that  goes  to  enforcement. 
If  you  will  extend  that,  that  means  about  seven  hundred  thousand 
of  this  money  is  used  for  enforcement  purposes. 

If  Congress  will  appropriate  $700,000  a  year  for  enforcement  of  the 
migratory  waterfowl  regulations,  fine  and  dandy.  That  would  be 
wonderful.  But  I  suspect  that — in  the  years  I  have  been  around 
here — there  would  be  some  wholesome  objection  on  the  part  of  the 
Congress  to  divert  from  the  general  fund  $700,000  to  take  care  of  the 
migratory  waterfowl  enforcement  provisions.  It  would  be  wonderful 
if  it  were  done,  or  if  it  could  be  so  written  into  the  law,  or  into  this 
proposed  law,  that  that  would  have  to  be  done.  That  would  be  a 
provision  that  would  be  satisfactory,  I  am  sure. 

There  is  another  provision  in  Mr.  Dingell’s  bill — I  think  it  is  his — 
which  provides  that  the  Congress  shall  appropriate  or  is  authorized  to 
appropriate  the  amount  of  money  received  in  the  preceding  fiscal 
year  from  sale  of  duck  stamps  in  order  to  make  a  100  percent  increase 
in  the  amount  of  money  available  for  acquisition  purposes.  That  is 
a  splendid  suggestion,  but,  there  again,  we  have  bumped  up  against 
the  same  thing  so  many  times,  the  Congress  fails  to  make  the  neces¬ 
sary  appropriations  after  they  have  been  authorized. 

On  the  other  hand,  I  have  always  felt,  over  the  years,  that  the 
sportsmen  are  in  a  position,  and  should  always  be  in  a  position,  to  take 
care  of  their  own  program.  Certainly,  the  waterfowl  shooters  of  this 
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Country  are  not  in  a  position  where  they  have  to  worry  too  much  about 
whether  or  not  they  are  spending  a  dollar  or  $2  or  $5  for  a  migratory 
waterfowl  stamp. 

Several  years  ago  when  we  were  discussing  this  matter  of  changing 
the  price  of  the  stamp  from  $1  to  $2  in  the  committee  in  the  Senate,  I 
made  the  statement  that  it  was  ridiculous  for  anybody  to  holler  about 
the  small  amount  of  increase  that  was  contemplated.  The  reason  for 
it  was  that  few  object.  Of  course,  there  is  always  somebody  who 
objects,  but  nobody  objects  to  the  excise  tax  on  liquor  which  goes  to 
the  sportsmen’s  blind  when  they  go  out  duck  hunting. 

Perhaps  this  ought  to  be  off  the  record. 

Mr.  Kluczynski.  Off  the  record. 

(Discussion  off  the  record.) 

Mr.  Shoemaker.  Why  should  the  duck  hunter  object  to  an  increase 
in  the  price  of  the  stamp  which  will  perpetuate  his  sport  and  perpetu¬ 
ate  it  not  only  for  himself  but  for  his  children  and  grandchildren  who 
follow.  We  have  altogether  too  little  of  this  fine  recreation,  and  it  is 
getting  less  and  less  all  the  time.  We  must  have  these  waterfowl 
refuges  scattered  up  and  down  the  fly  ways  to  give  the  birds  an  oppor¬ 
tunity  of  living  during  their  migrations  north  and  south  each  year. 

Gentlemen,  I  could  go  on  and  talk  for  an  hour  or  more,  but  there  is 
no  particular  reason  to  do  so.  I  have  given  you  all  the  thoughts  that 
I  have  on  the  matter.  I  think  it  is  very  important  that  this  committee 
prepare  some  kind  of  a  bill  for  the  present  Congress  to  enact,  taking 
the  better  parts  of  both  of  these  bills — or,  to  put  it  another  way  in 
reverse,  leaving  out  some  of  those  parts  which  will  be  very  highly 
controversial — and  whip  it  into  shape  and  I  think  it  would  meet  with 
the  approval  then,  generally,  of  the  sportsmen  throughout  the  country. 

I  am  leaving  next  week  to  attend  the  Western  Association  of  Fish 
and  Game  Commissioners  out  at  Glenwood  Springs,  Colo.,  where  I  had 
anticipated  discussing  this  very  subject.  The  people  out  there  in  that 
particular  group,  which  is  made  up  of  the  directors  of  the  fish  and 
game  departments  of  the  various  States,  are  particularly  insistent 
that  they  will  stand  for  most  anything  in  an  amendment  to  the  Duck 
Stamp  Act  provided  that  there  is  ample  assurance  that  the  money 
that  is  received  from  an  increase  in  the  price  of  the  duck  stamp  will 
go  to  the  purpose  for  which  it  was  intended.  Any  bill  that  comes  out 
must  have  that,  part  icular  stipulation  in  it. 

The  international  association  will  meet  in  September  and  if  the  bill 
comes  out  in  the  meantime — I  hope  that  it  will — we  will  be  able  to  get 
a  discussion  of  it  there  and  I  hope  an  endorsement  of  it. 

When  I  tell  you  that  I  am  the  general  counsel  of  the  International 
Association  of  Game  and  Conservation  Commissioners,  I  also  want  to 
tell  you  that  it  is  a  nonpaying  job.  It  is  one  of  those  things  that  a 
man  does  for  the  good  of  the  cause. 

Gentlemen,  I  thank  you  very  much. 

Mr.  Kluczynski.  You  say  that  the  revenue  from  the  duck  stamps  is 
about  $4.5  million  ? 

Mr.  Shoemaker.  Approximately. 

Mr.  Kluczynski.  Of  that,  15  percent  for  law  enforcement,  or 
around  $700,000? 

Mr.  Shoemaker.  Yes,  in  round  figures. 

Mr.  Kluczynski.  The  reimbursement  to  the  Post  Office  is  dependent 
on  the  stamps  ? 
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Mr.  Shoemaker.  Yes,  and  it  includes  the  amount  that  goes  to 
the - 

Mr.  Ivluczynski.  In  other  words,  if  we  raise  the  duck  stamp  a  dol¬ 
lar,  that  would  take  care  of  the  $700,000.  We  would  anticipate  about 
$6  million ;  is  that  right  ? 

Mr.  Shoemaker.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  Kluczynski.  You  would  have  some  loss,  I  imagine.  We  would 
lose  some  of  the  duck-stamp  money  in  the  increase  of  a  dollar. 

Mr.  Allen,  do  you  have  any  questions  ? 

Mr.  Allen.  If  you  got  $6.5  or  $7  million  in  duck-stamp  money  a 
year  by  raising  it  to  $3,  how  would  you  recommend  that  it  be  divided 
up  as  between  administration,  maintenance,  or  upkeep,  and  so  forth, 
and  acquisition  ? 

Mr.  Shoemaker.  Now  you  have  touched  upon  another  phase  of  the 
problem.  Certainly,  out  of  that  $6.5  million,  we  will  call  it  that  just 
for  the  sake  of  this  discussion,  at  least  15  percent  of  that  ought  to  go 
for  enforcement  and  reimbursement  to  the  Post  Office  Department 
and  so  on.  You  must  have  money  to  maintain,  operate,  and  develop  f 
these  refuges.  You  are  going  to  be  buying  new  ones  all  the  time  and 
these  will  require  a  considerable  amount  of  work  as  they  always  do. 

It  takes  a  considerable  outlay  of  money  and  if  you  take  too  much  of 
that  money  for  acquisition  purposes,  you  are  going  to  have  to  fall  back 
on  Congress  to  appropriate  the  necessary  money  to  operate,  maintain, 
and  develop  these  refuges.  That  would  also  be  a  wholesome  thing,  if 
it  could  be  achieved.  It  might  be  that  the  temper  of  Congress  may 
be  right  at  this  particular  time  but  I  question  it. 

Mr.  Allen.  If  we  got  it  down  to  $5.5  million,  how  would  you  divide 
$5.5  million  between  maintenance  and  improvement,  on  the  one  hand, 
and  acquisition  on  the  other  ? 

Mr.  Allen.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Shoemaker.  I  would  say  50  percent  for  acquisition ;  not  more 
than  50  percent. 

Mr.  Allen.  That  would  be  50  percent  of  the  total  ? 

Mr.  Shoemaker.  Yes. 

Mr.  Allen.  That  would  be  about  $3.75  million? 

Mr.  Shoemaker.  Yes. 

Mr.  Allen.  You  would  have  about  $2  million  for  maintenance  and  , 
operation  ? 

Mr.  Shoemaker.  Yes. 

Mi*.  Allen.  Is  this  program  going  to  be  self-defeating,  if  you 
assume — I  think  it  is  reasonable  on  the  basis  of  experience  to  assume 
that  we  do  not,  or  will  not,  get  regular  appropriations  year  after  year 
from  Congress — then  the  only  sure  source  is  the  revenue  from  the  duck 
stamp  sales.  As  you  get  more  land  you  ought  to  have  more  main¬ 
tenance  funds.  Are  we  going  to  work  ourselves  into  a  spot  where  the 
acquisition  of  more  land  is  going  to  eliminate  maintenance? 

Mr.  Shoemaker.  I  have  a  theory.  Of  course,  it  is  not  completely 
in  accordance  with  what  goes  on  in  the  Government,  but  I  have  always 
felt  that  a  government,  when  it  has  property,  ought  to  take  care  of  its 
own  maintenance  and  development.  You  appropriate  money  every 
year  to  take  care  of  the  post  offices  throughout  the  country  and  you 
do  the  same  thing  for  other  facilities  where  the  Government  owns  the 
property.  I  do  not  know  why  there  should  be  any  different  viewpoint 
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attached  to  a  waterfowl  refuge.  I  think  the  Government  owes  that 
to  the  property  itself,  to  maintain  and  develop  it. 

Mr.  Allen.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Kluczynski.  Mr.  Dellay? 

Mr.  Dellay.  No  questions. 

Mr.  Kluczynski.  Mr.  Zincite? 

Mr.  Zincke.  Mr.  Shoemaker,  I  have  one  brief  inquiry. 

Adi  at  would  be  your  reaction  to  a  simple  bill  that  would  increase  the 
duck  stamp  fee  and  increase  the  amount  for  acquisition  of  refuges? 

Mr.  Shoemaker.  Fine,  fine. 

Mr.  Zincke.  That  is  all. 

Mr.  Shoemaker.  In  other  words,  what  you  mean  is  that  if  you 
increased  a  dollar,  all  the  revenue  that  comes  from  the  sale  of  that 
goes  for  acquisition  purposes  ? 

Mr.  Zincke.  Yes. 

Mr.  Shoemaker.  Yes. 

Mr.  Ivluczynski.  Your  suggestion,  Mr.  Shoemaker,  would  be  to 
increase  it  to  $4,  or  100  percent  ? 

Mr.  Shoemaker.  I  would,  yes.  I  have  been  hunting  ducks  for  a 
long  time,  and  I  am  perfectly  willing  to  pay  whatever  the  traffic  should 
bear  and  in  this  particular  case,  if  we  are  going  to  have  the  traffic  in 
the  future,  we  have  to  pay  for  its  maintenance  today  and  get  ready 
for  it. 

Mr.  Kluczynski.  You  also  believe  that  Mr.  Zincke,  our  counsel, 
could  get  a  new  Dingell  bill  combined  with  the  Reuss  bill,  is  that 
right?  He  could  work  something  out  to  have  a  bill  that  would  be 
satisfactory  to  the  Interior  Department  and  also  to  the  sportsmen? 

Mr.  Shoemaker.  I  believe  that  Mr.  Zincke  can  work  out  a  combina¬ 
tion  bill  here,  taking  these  2  bills  and  perhaps  the  idea  he  just  ad¬ 
vanced,  and  whip  them  together  into  1  and  bring  it  out.  I  think 
that  could  be  done  very  simply  and  I  think  it  would  be  such  as  to  meet 
generally  with  the  approval  of  the  country. 

Mr.  Ivluczynski.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Shoemaker,  for  your  information 
and  testimony  this  morning. 

Does  anybody  else  want  to  be  heard  on  H.  R.  6691  ? 

Mr.  Zincke.  Mr.  Chairman,  may  I  report  that  pursuant  to  Mr. 
Dingell’s  motion  of  yesterday,  Mr.  Ivarsten  was  invited  to  appear  this 
morning  and  he  is  unable  to  do  so. 

Mr.  Shoemaker.  Before  I  leave,  Mr.  Chairman,  may  I  leave  Mr. 
Callison’s  statement  here?  If  lie  does  not  come  in,  I  would  like  to 
have  his  statement  put  into  the  record. 

Mr.  Kluczynski.  Without  objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  Shoemaker.  Thank  you. 

(The  statement  of  Mr.  Callison  follows :) 

Statement  of  Charles  H.  Callison,  Conservation  Director,  National 

Wildlife  Federation 

Saving  America's  wet  lands,  so  vital  to  waterfowl  and  other  wildlife  resources, 
is  one  of  the  National  Wildlife  Federations’  most  important  goals.  Each  year 
our  organization  sponsors  National  Wildlife  Week.  In  1955  our  entire  Wildlife 
Week  campaign  was  devoted  to  this  theme,  as  we  tried  with  some  success  to 
awaken  the  public  to  the  resource  values  inherent  in  our  natural  marshes, 
swamps,  sloughs,  and  other  wet  lands. 

The  reason  for  our  concern  is  simple.  Unless  wTe  can  save  key  wet  lands  from 
drainage  and  other  destructive  factors,  our  treasured  flights  of  migratory 
waterfowl  also  are  going  down  the  drain.  And  other  important  forms  of  wild- 


50  "DUCK  FEEDING  AND  DUCK  STAMP1  LEGISLATION 


life  will  be  decimated  or  destroyed.  America  will  have  lost  a  great  recreational 
resource,  a  great  source  of  esthetic  enjoyment,  which  no  thinking  citizen  wants 
to  lose. 

It  is  not  just  the  sportsman  who  is  concerned.  Wildlife  holds  an  appeal  for 
everyone.  That  is  one  of  the  reasons  why  our  national  parks  and  forests  and 
wildlife  refuges  are  crowded  with  many  millions  of  visitors.  We  of  the  Na¬ 
tional  Wildlife  Federation  are  in  a  position  to  know.  Our  organization,  as  you 
know,  is  financed  by  hundreds  of  thousands  of  individual  citizens  who  send  in 
small  contributions  annually  in  exchange  for  sheets  of  wildlife  stamps.  Most 
of  these  contributors  neither  hunt  nor  fish. 

It  has  become  clear  that  the  only  way  to  preserve  our  critical  wet  lands,, 
and  to  insure  the  perpetuation  of  waterfowl  resources,  is  to  take  such  areas 
into  public  ownership.  The  necessary,  long-range  acquisition  goals  have  been 
worked  out  cooperatively  by  the  United  States  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  and  the 
State  conservation  departments.  They  have  been  presented  at  this  hearing.. 
These  goals — a  total  of  12%  million  acres  of  waterfowl  habitat  with  7%  million; 
under  Federal  jurisdiction  and  5  million  in  State  ownership — are  minimal,  in. 
our  judgment,  and  absolutely  essential. 

Land  acquisition,  of  course,  takes  money  and  the  problem  is  to  get  the  money. 

Therefore  we  support  either  H.  R.  5817  or  IT.  R.  6691  and  earnestly  hope  this 
committee  will  speed  favorable  action  on  one  of  them,  or  on  a  measure  which 
combines  the  best  features  of  both.  We  recognize  that  perfecting  amendments 
probably  are  needed  for  either. 

Both  of  these  measures  go  directly  to  the  heart  of  the  problem  by  proposing 
ways  to  get  more  money  into  the  migratory  bird  conservation  fund  for  wet  lands 
acquisition. 

By  earmarking  all  of  the  funds  for  land  acquisition,  by  purchase,  lease,  or 
other  means,  and  by  increasing  the  duck  stamp  fee  from  $2  to  $3,  Mr.  Reuss’  bill 
would  provide  for  speedier  expansion  of  the  refuge  system,  in  our  opinion,  than 
Mr.  Dingell’s  bill.  For  that  reason  we  are  inclined  to  favor  the  Reuss  bill.  The 
need  is  for  action,  and  speed  is  essential. 

IT.  R.  6691  assumes  that  Congress  will  appropriate  sufficient  funds  for  main¬ 
tenance  and  administration  of  the  areas  and  for  other  waterfowl  management 
purposes,  and  I  think  such  an  assumption  is  fair.  The  additional,  direct  ap¬ 
propriations  would  not  be  much  greater,  if  any,  than  the  sums  authorized  by  the 
Dingell  bill  to  match  the  duck  stamp  receipts. 

Speaking  for  the  National  Wildlife  Federation,  I  am  not  in  a  position  to  give 
the  unqualified  endorsement  of  our  organization  to  the  $1  increase  in  the  duck 
stamp  fee  as  proposed  in  the  Reuss  bill.  I  personally  favor  such  an  increase. 
Perhaps  it  should  be  more  than  $1.  However,  we  do  not  have  a  resolution  or 
other  action  on  the  subject  by  the  State  affiliate  representatives  who  make  up 
the  primary  policymaking  body  of  the  National  Wildlife  Federation.  At  our 
1955  national  convention  a  resolution  favoring  an  increase  in  the  duck  stamp 
w7as  considered  but  was  changed  to  a  recommendation  of  a  study  of  the  need. 
Many  of  our  member  organizations  at  that  time  were  leery  of  any  increase 
because  of  revelations  that  most  of  the  receipts  have  been  spent,  not  for  acquisi¬ 
tion  as  originally  intended,  but  for  maintenance  and  administrative  costs  and 
for  other  purposes  only  indirectly  related  to  the  objective  of  establishing  a 
national  system  of  waterfowl  refuges. 

It  is  my  personal  opinion  that  the  duck  hunters  of  the  United  States  would 
support  an  increase  in  the  duck  stamp,  and  would  willingly  pay  the  higher  fee 
for  this  incomparable  sport,  if  they  were  assured  by  law  that  the  money  would 
be  used  as  intended — to  assure  the  future  of  their  sport.  The  Reuss  bill 
would  provide  that  guaranty. 

One  controversial  question  relating  to  the  national  waterfowl  refuges  is 
whether  or  not  portions  of  them  should  be  opened,  when  the  waterfowl  popu¬ 
lations  permit,  to  public  shooting.  Mr.  Reuss’  bill  would  give  the  Secretary 
of  the  Interior  discretionary  authority  to  open  half  of  any  refuge  to  public 
shooting,  provided  the  populations  and  flights  using  the  area  are  not  at  the  time 
on  a  decline.  This  provision,  we  fear,  will  draw  the  opposition  of  many  powerful 
conservation  groups.  AVe  prefer  the  existing  provision  of  the  Migratory  Bird 
Hunting  Stamp  Act,  as  amended,  which  permits  the  use  of  only  25  percent  of' 
a  refuge  for  hunting  when  the  Secretary  finds  that  some  harvest  is  consistent 
with  good  management  of  the  resource  and  the  flights  are  not  declining. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  conservation-minded  citizens  of  this  country  would  be 
greatly  cheered,  and  most  pleased,  to  see  the  Congress  make  a  positive  attack 
on  the  wet  lands  problem.  Big  thinking  and  constructive  action  is  needed  now 
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to  save  our  waterfowl  resources.  We  respectfully  urge  this  committee  to  report 
favorably  either  H.  Ii.  5817  or  H.  R.  6691,  or  a  bill  combiuiug  the  best  features 
of  both. 

Thank  you  for  your  courtesy  and  the  privilege  of  presenting  our  views. 

Mr.  Klucztnski.  Are  there  any  further  comments  or  questions? 

If  not,  that  completes  the  hearing  on  H.  R.  6691  and  the  record 
will  be  open  for  10  days  to  anyone  who  wants  to  put  a  statement  in 
there. 

Now,  we  come  to  H.  R.  5817  introduced  by  Mr.  Dingell. 

The  bill  will  be  made  a  part  of  the  record  at  this  point. 

(II.  R,  5817  follows:) 

[H.  R.  5817,  85th  Cong.,  1st  sess.] 

A  BILL  To  authorize  for  each  fiscal  year  an  appropriation  into  the  migratory  bird  con¬ 
servation  fund  equal  to  all  moneys  received  for  Federal  migratory-bird  hunting  stamps 

during  the  next  preceding  calendar  year,  and  for  other  purposes 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  of  the  United 
States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled,  That  (a)  section  4  of  the  Act  entitled 
i  “An  Act  to  supplement  and  support  the  Migratory  Bird  Conservation  Act  by 
r  providing  funds  for  the  acquisition  of  areas  for  use  as  migratory-bird  sanctu¬ 
aries,  refuges,  and  breeding  grounds,  for  developing  and  administering  such 
areas,  for  the  protection  of  certain  migratory  birds,  for  the  enforcement  of  the 
Migratory  Bird  Treaty  Act  and  regulations  thereunder,  and  for  other  purposes,” 
approved  March  16,  1934,  as  amended  (16  U.  S.  C.  718d),  is  amended  by  insert¬ 
ing  immediately  after  the  first  sentence  thereof  the  following  new  sentence: 
‘‘There  is  authorized  to  be  appropriated  into  such  fund,  in  addition  to  moneys 
received  for  such  stamps,  an  amount  equal  to  all  moneys  received  for  such 
stamps  during  the  period  January  1  to  December  31,  both  inclusive,  preceding 
the  fiscal  year  for  which  appropriations  are  made  pursuant  to  this  sentence.” 

(b)  Subsection  (a)  of  such  section  is  amended  by — 

(1)  striking  out  “85”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  following:  “50 
per  centum  shall  be  available  for  the  acquisition  of  suitable  areas  for  invi¬ 
olate  migratory-bird  sanctuaries,  under  the  provisions  of  the  Migratory 
Bird  Conservation  Act  to  be  expended  for  such  purpose  in  all  respects  as 
moneys  appropriated  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  such  Act.  Not  less  than 
35” ;  and 

(2)  by  striking  out  “acquisition,  administration”  and  inserting  in  lieu 
therof  the  following :  “administration.” 

Mr.  Allen.  Mr.  Chairman,  would  there  be  any  objection  to  com¬ 
bining  the  hearings  on  the  2  bills  and  having  1  record?  Then,  any¬ 
thing  that  is  said  about  one - 

,  Mr.  Ivluczynski.  I  notice  that  Mr.  Parker  is  here  and  he  wants 
*to  be  heard  on  the  Dingell  bill. 

Mr.  Parker.  I  have  a  prepared  statement  for  the  Dingell  bill,  Mr. 
Chairman. 

Mr.  Klucztnski.  Perhaps  we  ought  to  have  Mr.  Dingell  first. 


STATEMENT  OF  HON.  JOHN  D.  DINGELL,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN 
CONGRESS  FROM  THE  STATE  OF  MICHIGAN 


Mr.  Dingell.  Mr.  Chairman  and  my  good  friends  and  colleagues 
on  the  committee,  I  want  to  extend  to  eacli  of  you  my  very  sincere 
thanks  for  an  opportunity  to  appear  to  testify  on  behalf  of  my  bill, 


H.  R.  5817. 


For  the  record,  I  will  say  that  my  name  is  John  D.  Dingell,  and  I 
am  a  Member  of  Congress  from  the  15th  Congressional  District  of 
Michigan. 
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Mr.  Chairman,  with  your  permission,  I  would  like  to  insert  my 
statement  into  the  record  and  then  just  make  a  few  brief  comments 
on  the  subject  matter. 

Mr.  Kluczynski.  Without  objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

(Mr.  DingeU's  statement  follows :) 

Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  committee,  my  name  is  John  D.  Dingell, 
and  I  am  a  Member  of  Congress  from  the  15th  Congressional  District  of 
Michigan. 

I  would  like  to  preface  my  statement  by  extending  to  the  Chair  and  to  the 
membership  of  this  committee,  my  good  friends  and  colleagues,  my  sincere  and 
heartfelt  thanks  for  an  opportunity  to  appear  and  to  present  this  statement  on 
behalf  of  my  bill,  H.  It.  5817. 

As  the  committee  well  understands  from  its  consideration  of  the  wildlife 
refuge  problem  during  the  last  session  of  Congress,  the  problem  of  furnishing 
and  acquiring  adequate  habitat  in  the  United  States  for  wildfowl  is  one  of  the 
greatest  magnitude.  The  hearings  last  year  indicated  that  available  wildfowl 
habitat  outside  of  State  and  Federal  lands  will  have  been  used  up  by  1975  if 
the  present  rate  of  use  and  drainage  continues.  At  present  the  habitat  in  the 
United  States  is  barely  sufficient  to  harbor  already  declining  waterfowl  popula¬ 
tions.  The  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  has  estimated  that  we  will  need  17% 
million  acres  of  State  and  Federal  lands  for  wildfowl  habitat  to  preserve  exist¬ 
ing  stocks  of  waterfowl.  At  the  present  time,  less  than  one-quarter  of  that 
amout  of  land  is  presently  under  reservation  by  State  and  Federal  Governments. 
As  the  committee  knows,  sportsmen  of  this  country  who  hunt  waterfowl  must 
purchase  a  migratory  waterfowl  stamp,  generally  known  as  a  duck  stamp, 
under  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  March  16,  1934.  When  this  bill  was  originally 
passed  it  was  contemplated  by  the  Congress  that  the  funds  and  proceeds  from 
the  sale  of  such  stamps  would  be  used  for  the  purchase  and  acquisition  of  lands 
to  be  used  for  wildfowl  habitat  and  for  administration  of  such  areas.  Fifteen 
percent  of  the  receipts  were  earmarked  for  costs  of  producton  and  sale  of  the 
stamps. 

It  is  interesting  to  note  that  during  the  first  few  years  of  this  law  and,  indeed, 
until  1939,  not  one  nickel  of  duck  stamp  money  was  used  for  the  purchase  of  land 
for  wildfowl  habitat.  The  result  over  the  years  has  been  that  less  than  8 
percent  of  the  revenue  from  the  sale  of  these  stamps,  which  total  amounted  to 
some  $49,485,423,  has  been  used  to  purchase  land  amounting  to  264,729  acres. 
During  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1956,  purchases  by  2%  million  hunters 
at.  $2  a  stamp  turned  into  the  Treasury  a  total  of  $4,739,760.  Of  this  amount  $1 
million  was  spent  for  land  purchases.  The  balance  was  used  to  administer  and 
develop  some  3%  million  acres  in  existing  refuges,  to  do  research  and  to  pay 
for  engraving  and  selling  of  stamps. 

At  the  present  rate  of  acquisition  it  will  take  something  on  the  order  of  330 
years  to  obtain  the  needed  17%  million  acres  of  land.  If  the  total  amount  of 
receipts  during  the  year  1956  is  allocated  to  the  purchase  of  wildfowl  habitat, 
approximately  40  years  will  elapse  before  the  Bureau  of  Fish  and  Wildlife  can 
acquire  its  modest  goal  of  4%  million  acres  of  additional  lands. 

The  bill,  H.  R.  5817,  of  which  I  am  the  author,  attempts  to  correct  the 
problem  with  which  conservationists  and  the  Bureau  of  Fish  and  Wildlife  is 
faced  by  doing  two  things.  One,  placing  100  percent  of  the  annual  income  from 
the  sale  of  duck  stamps  into  a  fund  to  be  used  exclusively  for  acquisition  of 
inviolate  migratory  bird  sanctuaries  under  provisions  of  the  Migratory  Bird 
Conservation  Act.  Notice  that  the  word  “acquisition”  is  used  instead  of  “acqui¬ 
sition  and  administration.”  This  will  devote  practically  the  entire  sum  of  duck 
stamp  revenues  to  purchase  preferably,  but  also  lease,  or  other  form  of  acquisi¬ 
tion  of  land.  Two,  a  fund  equal  to  the  annual  revenue  derived  from  the  sale  of 
duck  stamps  is  authorized  to  be  appropriated  for  purposes  to  which  moneys  were 
formerly  authorized  under  the  Migratory  Bird  Conservation  Act;  the  acquisi¬ 
tion  of  areas  for  migratory  bird  sanctuaries,  refuges,  breeding  grounds;  for 
developing  and  administering  such  areas ;  and  for  the  protection  of  migratory 
birds. 

This  will  permit  a  substantial  increase  in  the  amount  of  funds  available  for 
purchase  of  lands  and  will  still  permit  the  Bureau  of  Fish  and  Wildlife  to  con¬ 
tinue  using  certain  amounts  of  money  for  administration  where  necessary. 
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I  want  to  make  it  very  clear,  however,  that  I  do  not  approve  of  the  utilization 
of  such  funds  for  any  hut  the  most  necessary  administrative  and  other  expendi¬ 
tures,  which  I  believe  are  really  inconsistent  with  the  purposes  of  the  original 
act,  since  at  the  present  time  the  need  for  acquisition  of  land  is  so  desperate. 

I  want  my  colleagues  on  the  committee  to  know  that  I  am  no  married  to  any 
particular  form  of  this  legislation  and  would  be  delighted  to  have  the  com¬ 
mittee  in  its  wisdom  take  steps  to  amend  this  bill,  to  combine  it  with  other  bills 
of  the  kind  introduced  by  my  good  friend,  Congressman  Henry  Reuss  of  Wis¬ 
consin,  or  other  of  my  colleagues,  or  to  make  such  other  changes  as  would  more 
fully  and  better  effectuate  the  purposes  of  the  original  act,  and  speed  up  the 
acquisition  of  lands. 

In  conclusion  I  want  to  thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  and  my  friends  and  col¬ 
leagues  on  the  committee  for  your  courtesy  to  me  this  morning  and  for  your 
very  careful  consideration  of  this  most  important  legislation. 

Mr.  Dingell.  I  believe  this  committee  is  thoroughly  familiar  with 
the  problem  that  we  have  with  the  duck  stamps  and  the  acquisition 
program  for  wildlife  refuges.  I  believe  the  committee,  as  a  result 
of  hearings  which  were  held  last  year  and  the  year  before,  is 
particularly  well  familiar  with  the  fact  that  we  are  at  this  time 
very  short  of  refuge  lands  and  that  the  future  of  the  waterfowl  pop¬ 
ulation  of  this  country  is  extremely  dark  unless  something  very  vig¬ 
orous  is  done  by  the  Congress  and  by  the  Government  of  this  coun¬ 
try  to  assure  a  sufficient  amount  of  habitat  in  the  future. 

In  my  statement  I  go  into  the  amount  of  money  which  has  been 
secured  from  the  sportsmen  of  this  country  by  the  sale  of  duck 
stamps  throughout  the  existence  of  the  act.  That  amount  is  about 
$49  million,  of  which  less  than  8  percent  has  been  used  for  the  ac¬ 
quisition  of  refuge  lands,  an  average  of  about  12,000  acres  a  year 
which  has  been  acquired.  In  fact,  less  than  12,000  last  year  is  a  good 
example,  about  12,000  acres  acquired. 

The  Fish  and  Wildlife  has  said  that  1714  million  acres,  or  there¬ 
abouts,  is  required  for  the  habitat  of  the  wildlife  fowl  population  of 
this  country.  That  includes  land  in  the  United  States,  Canada,  and 
in  the  Territory  of  Alaska. 

Within  the  continental  United  States  we  have  about  7  million  acres 
which  has  been  set  aside,  of  which  about  3 y2  million  acres  pres¬ 
ently  is  available  in  the  form  of  Federal  lands. 

Our  problem,  Mr.  Chairman,  is  this:  Wre  have  an  increasing  pop¬ 
ulation — our  population  just  went  to  171  million  people — and  it  is 
anticipated  in  the  next  20  years  or  so  that  the  population  will  increase 
in  the  order  of  200  million.  We  have  no  way  of  knowing  how  large 
our  ultimate  population  growth  Avill  be,  nor  how  much  land  will  be 
required  to  house  our  people,  but  each  year  we  take  1  million  acres 
of  land  out  of  farm  and  forest  and  marsh  and  put  it  into  cities  and 
residential  and  industrial  use.  This,  of  course,  is  a  very  substantial 
amount  of  land  each  year  that  disappears  from  available  land  for 
wildlife  and  for  refuges,  so  you  can  see  that  the  situation  is  very 
dangerous.  Indeed,  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  has  estimated  that  if  the 
present  rate  of  use  and  drainage  and  building  on  wet  lands  and 
marshes  is  continued  that  by  1975  there  will  be  no  land  available  for 
the  use  of  this  wildfowl  resource  except  what  exists  on  State  and 
Federal  lands  within  the  continental  limits  of  the  United  States. 

One  last  comment  I  would  like  to  make  on  my  bill,  and  the  other 
bills  presently  before  the  committee  is  this : 

I  am  not  married  to  any  particular  form  of  any  particular  bill. 
Mr.  Reuss’  bill  has  many  features  that  I  think  are  extremely  fine  and 


54 


DUCK  FEEDING  AND  DUCK  STAMP  LEGISLATION 


would  serve  tlie  use  of  conservation  and  sportsmen  very  well.  Mr. 
Engle  and  Mr.  Lester  Johnson,  who  appeared  before  the  committee 
yesterday,  have  bills  in  which,  to  my  thinking,  have  very  desirable 
features,  and  it  would  be  my  hope  that  the  committee  would  devote 
its  wisdom  to  consideration  of  this  problem  and  would  report  out  a 
bill  which,  in  its  own  thinking,  would  represent  the  best  approach  to 
this  particul  ar  problem. 

So,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  say  thank  you  very  much  this  morning,  and  the 
members  of  the  committee,  for  an  opportunity  to  testify  on  behalf 
of  this  bill.  I  will  be  happy  to  answer  any  questions  that  the  Chair 
or  any  members  of  the  committee  might  wish  to  ask. 

Mr.  Ivluczynski.  Mr.  Allen  ? 

Mr.  Allen.  Mr.  Chairman,  one  of  the  troubles  we  have — I  have  felt 
it  over  the  years — is  the  feeling  that  money  was  being  put  up  by 
hunters  and  while  they  got  much  more  than  their  money’s  worth  back, 
they  could  not  trace  it.  I  wonder  if  there  should  not  be  any  formula 
in  here  so  that  if  one  person  put  up  his  money  he  would  know  that 
payment  for  so  much  was  commensurate  with  a  benefit  coming  bacld 
to  the  area  in  which  he  was  using  hunting  privileges? 

As  I  said,  I  think  they  are  getting  their  money’s  worth  already,  but 
what  we  need  for  appropriations  is  the  support  of  hunters.  One  way 
of  getting  the  support  is  to  make  them  feel  they  are  getting  their 
money  back. 

Mr.  Dingell.  You  mean  a  geographical  distribution  formula? 

Mr.  Allen.  Something  like  that.  If  you  raise  the  price  a  dollar 
on  the  duck  stamp  to  provide  in  some  general  formula  that  the  money 
should  be  used  to  buy  additional  areas  in  the  area  in  which  the  duck 
stamps  were  sold,  that  might  do  it. 

Mr.  Dingell.  I  can  only  plead  to  being  a  duck  hunter  myself.  I 
am  not  an  expert  in  this  field,  but  I  can  say  this :  I  think  that  some¬ 
thing  like  that  might  be  possible.  I  would  prefer  to  hear  the  com¬ 
ment.  of  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  people  as  to  their  views  on  it.  I  think 
if  such  distribution  were  to  be  made,  it  would  have  to  be  made  in  the 
broadest  geographical  sense,  in  the  Northeast,  Southwest,  or  Pacific 
coast,  or  the  Atlantic  coast,  or  gulf.  It  would  have  to  be  distributed 
that  broadly,  or  perhaps  distributed  on  the  basis  of  flyways.  You 
could  say  that  this  much  money  will  go  to  the  Pacific  or  Central  or 
the  Rocky  Mountain  area,  or  the  Atlantic  coast  flyway.  But  then  you! 
run  into  a  problem  there  that  it  may  be  that  you  will  hamper  the 
Fish  and  Wildlife  people  in  their  expenditure  of  this  money. 

I  can  only  say  this:  As  a  duck  hunter  myself,  all  I  want  to  do  is 
know  that  there  is  going  to  be  enough  land  acquired  to  guarantee  that 
this  resource  will  continue  to  exist  and  continue  to  be  available  for 
me  and  other  duck  hunters  to  enjoy. 

Mr.  Allen.  I  think  we  all  feel  that  that  is  the  objective,  giving 
the  support  and  getting  the  program  through. 

That  is  all,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Ivluczynski.  Mr.  Dingell,  did  you  tell  me  that  any  of  this 
money  from  the  duck  stamps  was  diverted  to  any  other  agency;  is 
that  true  or  not  ? 

Mr.  Dingell.  Mr.  Chairman,  my  understanding  is  that  duck  stamp 
money  is  used  to  acquire  and  administer  these  refuges.  Now  15  per¬ 
cent  of  the  funds  is  specifically  earmarked,  as  I  understand  it,  for 
the  Post  Office  to  pay  for  the  costs  of  engraving,  printing,  and  so 
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forth.  To  my  knowledge,  there  is  no  diversion  to  other  agencies  ex¬ 
cept  as  may  be  necessary  to  administer  and  carry  out  the  purposes  of 
the  act. 

I  have  no  criticism  to  make,  at  least  myself,  of  the  way  the  money 
has  been  administered  in  that  regard.  The  only  criticism  that  I  might 
make  is  that  so  little  of  the  duck  stamp  funds,  the  substantial  amount 
of  $5  million,  have  actually  found  their  way  into  the  purchase  of  wet 
lands  and  refuges  and  things  of  that  sort. 

Mr.  Kluczynski.  Mr.  Zincke  ? 

Mr.  Zincke.  No  questions. 

Mr.  Kluczynski.  Mr.  Dellay? 

Mr.  Dellay.  No  questions. 

Mr.  Kluczynski.  Mr.  Van  Pelt? 

Mr.  Van  Pelt.  Mr.  Dingell,  you  will  play  a  part  in  whatever 
amendments  are  necessary  to  come  out  with  in  this  ? 

Mr.  Dingell.  Yes. 

Mr.  Kluczynski.  Mr.  Callison. 

Mr.  Callison.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  apologize  for  not  being  here  ear¬ 
lier.  Yesterday  I  checked  the  witness  list,  and  I  say  that  I  was  low 
man  on  the  totem  pole  so  I  did  not  hurry  to  get  here  this  morning. 

Mr.  Kluczynski.  Mr.  Callison,  your  statement  is  already  in  the 
record  on  H.  It.  6691,  and  we  have  finished  with  that  bill.  However, 
the  record  is  open  for  anything  further  that  you  may  want  to  add. 

The  others  got  here  earlier  and  were  heard. 

Mr.  Callison.  I  understand  that  Mr.  Shoemaker  placed  my  state¬ 
ment  in  the  record. 

Mr.  Kluczynski.  He  did  a  very  fine  job. 

Mr.  Callison.  Pie  always  does,  and  I  am  honored  to  have  him  pre¬ 
sent  my  statement  or  represent  me  at  any  time. 

I  will  not  repeat  the  material  in  my  statement,  but  I  have  copies  of 
it  in  case  you  are  interested,  or  in  case  the  members  of  the  committee 
would  like  to  see  it. 

I  should  like  to  emphasize,  in  behalf  of  the  National  Wildlife  Fed- 

■  eration,  what  we  feel  is  the  urgency  of  some  positive  action  in  this 
field.  We  favor  enactment  of  either  PI.  Pt.  5617  or  H.  It.  6691. 

In  my  prepared  statement,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  covered  both  of 
those  bills  rather  than  taking  them  separately.  We  think  probably 
the  best  bill,  as  Mr.  Shoemaker  explained,  would  be  a  combination 
of  some  of  the  features  of  each.  We  think  that  part  of  Mr.  Iveuss’ 
bill  providing  for  an  increase  in  the  duck  stamp  and  would  be  de¬ 
sirable. 

Speaking  individually,  as  a  member  of  the  National  Wildlife  Fed- 

■  eration  staff— I  would  like  to  make  clear  that  as  a  national  organiza¬ 
tion,  the  National  Wildlife  Federation  is  not  in  a  position  to  endorse 
in  an  unqualified  manner  the  increase  in  the  duck-stamp  fee  because 
we  have  not  had  a  resolution  on  this  subject — but  we  do  believe  that 
should  the  legislation  guarantee  that  the  revenues  from  the  duck- 
stamp  fees,  or  a  substantial  portion  thereof,  would  be  used  for  acquisi¬ 
tion  of  waterfowl  areas  and  for  extension  of  the  waterfowl  refuge  pro¬ 
gram,  that  the  sportsmen  of  America  would  enthusiastically  support 
such  an  increase  and  would  willingly  pay  the  fee. 

The  sportsmen  of  America,  of  course,  have  willingly  borne  the 
financial  cost  of  wildlife  conservation  programs  throughout  the  history 
-of  conservation  in  this  country. 
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The  Reuss  bill  assumes  that  the  Congress  would  appropriate  funds 
to  carry  on  the  administrative  costs,  the  costs  of  maintenance  and 
development  of  the  refuge  program  and  other  costs  pertaining  to 
management  of  migratory  waterfowl.  We  feel  that  such  an  assump¬ 
tion  is  fair,  but  we  think  that  in  any  bill  that  this  committee  might 
perfect  and  report,  language  should  make  clear  that  it  is  the  intent 
of  Congress  to  authorize  such  appropriations. 

Mr.  Dingell’s  bill  is  clear  on  that  point  in  that  it  authorizes  appro¬ 
priations  equal  to  the  annual  receipts  from  the  duck-stamp  fees.  We 
think  that  is  a  good  provision  and  we  also  believe  that  the  provision 
of  Mr.  Reuss’  bill  that  would  authorize  the  Secretary  of  Interior 
to  open,  in  his  discretion,  half  of  any  refuge  area  to  public  shooting, 
to  be  unwise.  We  think  that  provision  goes  a  little  too  far  and  would 
cause  the  opposition  of  some  very  powerful  conservation  groups.  We 
would  prefer  keeping  the  present  provision  of  the  Migratory  Bird 
and  Hunting  Stamp  Act,  as  amended,  which  permits  the  use  of  only 
25  percent  of  a  refuge  for  hunting  when  the  Secretary  finds  that 
some  harvest  is  consistent  with  good  management  and  that  the  flights 
are  not  declining. 

We  would  not  be  opposed  to  the  suggestion  that  Mr.  Gutermuth 
made  yesterday  that  the  language  in  the  legislation  of  this  kind  per¬ 
mitting  such  use  of  a  part  of  a  refuge  up  to  40  percent  of  the  total 
area  provided  that  there  is  also  some  limitation  as  to  the  minimum  size 
of  an  area  that  would  be  open  for  public  shooting. 

In  conclusion,  Mr.  Chairman  and  gentlemen  of  the  committee,  the 
organized  sportsmen  of  America  and  the  conservation-mindecl  citizens 
who  are  interested  in  migratory  birds,  many  of  whom  are  not  hunters 
or  fishermen,  would  be  greatly  pleased  to  see  the  Congress  make  a 
positive  attack  on  the  wet-lands  problem. 

Big  thinking  and  constructive  action  is  needed  now  to  save  our 
waterfowl  resources.  We  respectfully  urge  this  committee  to  report 
favorably  either  H.  I\.  5817  or  II.  R.  6619  witli  some  perfecting  amend¬ 
ments  or  a  bill  combining  the  best  features  of  both. 

I  thank  you  for  your  courtesy  and  for  the  privilege  of  presenting 
our  views. 

Mr.  Kluczynski.  Mr.  Callison,  do  I  understand  that  you  are  asking 
Congress  to  appropriate  more  maintenance,  enforcement  money,  and 
so  forth  ? 

Mr.  Callison.  Yes. 

Mr.  Kluczynski.  Do  you  not  think  that  the  increase  in  duck  stamp 
sales  would  take  care  of  that  without  asking  Congress  to  appropriate 
money  for  that  ? 

Mr.  Callison.  We  feel,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  even  with  an  increase 
in  the  duck  stamp  fee  from  $2  to  $3,  the  revenues  would  still  be  insuffi¬ 
cient  to  provide  the  kind  of  a  wet  lands  acquisition  program  that  is 
urgently  needed  to  save  the  resource  and  that  some  additional 
appropriations  would  certainly  be  necessary.  We  think  it  would 
be  appropriate,  and  certainly  within  the  original  intent  of  the  Duck 
Stamp  Act  that  Congress  appropriate  funds  for  other  parts  of  the 
waterfowl  management  program. 

Mr.  Kluczynski.  Mr.  Shoemaker  suggested  that  we  raise  it  to  $4; 
that  would  be  raised  100  percent.  How  do  you  feel  about  that  ? 

Mr.  Callison.  I  personally  would  favor  that,  too,  but  again  I  can¬ 
not  speak  officially  for  the  National  Wildlife  Federation. 
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Mr.  Kluczynski.  Mr.  Allen,  do  you  have  any  questions? 

Air.  Allen.  Mr.  Callison,  what  is  your  personal  opinion  of  the 
greatest  amount  that  could  be  charged  for  a  duck  stamp  without  hav¬ 
ing  the  hunters  feel  that  it  was  an  unreasonable  charge  ? 

Mr.  Callison.  Well,  I  think  that  there  is  a  possibility  that  you 
would  run  into  some  objection  in  the  range  of  $5  or  more.  '  Of  course, 
I  think  that  we  are  going  to  have  some  people  who  would  complain 
about  any  increase,  but  the  vast  majority  of  sportsmen  will  support  an 
increase,  I  believe,  provided  that  they  are  assured,  by  such  language 
as  appears  in  either  of  these  bills  before  the  committee,  that  a  substan¬ 
tial  part  of  that  money,  or  most  of  it,  is  going  to  be  used  for  the  pur¬ 
pose  they  understood  was  intended  in  the  original  Duck  Stamp  Act. 

Mr.  Allen.  Do  you  think  there  is  any  need  for  some  further  specifi¬ 
cations  in  the  bills  that  were  introduced  so  that  hunters  by  area  would 
know  which  byways  were  receiving  benefits  proportionate  to  the  con¬ 
tribution  ? 

Air.  Callison.  Are  you  thinking  about  some  kind  of  earmarking  of 
\  funds  regionalwise  or  by  byways? 

Air.  Allen.  Yes.  I  am  wondering  if  it  is  necessary  or  desirable. 

Air.  Callison.  Frankly,  I  do  not  think  it  is  either  necessary  or 
desirable.  I  think  the  administering  agencies  are  going  to  have  some 
occasion  to.  and  will  seize  upon  opportunities  to,  acquire  vital  wet 
lands  when  they  have  the  opportunities,  and  where  they  have  the 
opportunity  to  do  so,  they  will. 

Mr.  Allen.  I  think  it  also  says  in  your  statement  that  it  is  a  fair 
assumption  that  Congress  would  supply  the  funds  for  maintenance 
and  operation.  Has  that  been  true  over  the  years  with  regard  to  the 
maintenance  and  operation  of  either  refuges  or  hsh  hatcheries? 

Mr.  Callison.  AVell,  it  has  not  been  true  with  respect  to  the  national 
waterfowl  refuge  program  because  most  of  the  money  has  come  from 
the  duck-stamp  fees  for  that  purpose.  However,  I  do  not  think  Con¬ 
gress  is  to  be  blamed  for  that,  because  the  Budget  Bureau  and  the 
administration  for  the  past  12,  15,  or  20  years  have  failed  to  program 
that  money  as  the  sportsmen  of  this  country  believed  it  was  intended 
to  be  programed  for  acquisition. 

However,  I  still  think  it  is  a  fair  assumption  that  Congress  would 
assume  that  responsibility,  recognizing  the  fact  that  Congress  has 
'  treated  important  conservation  programs  very  fairly. 

Air.  Allen.  That  is  all. 

Air.  Kluczynski.  Air.  Dingell,  do  you  have  any  questions  ? 

Air.  Dingell.  No  questions. 

Thank  you,  Air.  Chairman. 

Air.  Ki  jUCzyn ski.  Mr.  V an  Pelt  ? 

Air.  Van  Pelt.  You  say  that  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  has  not 
programed  the  money  from  the  sale  of  the  duck  stamps ;  is  that  correct  ? 

Air.  Callison.  Yes,  sir.  The  Department  of  Interior  and — I  think 
I  can  also  say  the  money  should  all  go  back  to  the  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Service  because  they  have  certainly  not  fought  hard  enough  to  get 
an  increased  program  for  land  acquisition  to  win  it,  either  in  their 
own  Department  or  before  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. 

Air.  Van  Pelt.  Do  you  have  any  idea  how  much  money  there  might 
be  in  the  fund  at  the  present  time  ? 

Air.  Callison.  At  the  present  time  ? 

Mr.  V  an  Pelt.  From  the  sale  of  duck  stamps. 
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Mr.  Callison.  No;  I  could  not  quote  an  exact  figure  for  you.  I 
think  it  is  not  a  great  deal  more  than  1  year’s  receipts  from  the  duck 
stamps. 

Mr.  Van  Pf.lt.  That  is  all,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Kluczynski.  Mr.  Dellay  ? 

Mr.  Dellay.  Can  it  safely  be  said  of  the  price  of  the  duck  stamp 
if  it  were  increased  to  $4  and  possibly  $5  that  you  feel  that  is  the 
ceiling,  and  do  you  think  that  the  money  then  will  be  in  sufficient 
amount  that  it  can  then  be  pretty  much  of  a  self-supporting  and  self- 
sustaining  program  ?  Then  it  should  not  be  necessary  for  any  appro¬ 
priation  to  be  made  by  Congress  for  duck  hunting,  and  it  will  take 
care  of  itself  pretty  much  ? 

Mr.  Callison.  No  ;  frankly,  Mr.  Congressman,  I  do  not  think  even 
that  would  supply  sufficient  funds  to  carry  out  the  kind  of  acquisi¬ 
tion  program  that  is  needed  within  the  period  of  the  next  5  or  10  years 
to  make  certain  that  these  vital  wet-land  areas  are  saved  before  they 
are  drained  or  destroyed  by  other  factors.  It  is  a  very  critical  situa¬ 
tion.  I  do  not  think  the  hunters  should  carry  the  whole  load  on  their 
program,  because  there  are  many  millions  of  other  people  who  are 
interested  in  this  part  of  our  great  wildlife  resources. 

In  my  statement  I  say  that  we  in  the  National  Wildlife  Federation 
are  in  the  position  to  know  the  breadth  of  the  public  interest  in  wild¬ 
life.  Our  organization  is  supported,  as  you  may  know,  by  contributions 
made  by  several  hundred  thousand  citizens  annually  in  return  for 
wildlife  stamps.  That  is  the  way  our  organization  gets  its  money. 

A  study  of  those  contributions  shows  that  most  of  those  people 
neither  hunt  nor  fish.  The  wildlife  has  an  appeal,  an  esthetic  appeal. 
It  has  recreational  importance  to  a  great  many  people  who  do  not 
hunt  game  birds  or  game  animals.  That  is  one  of  the  reasons  we 
have  so  many  millions  of  people  corwding  the  national  parks,  the  na¬ 
tional  forests,  and  national  wildlife  refuges,  in  order  to  see  wildlife 
and  to  study  it  and  take  pictures  of  it. 

I  believe  no  thinking  citizen  would  fail  to  have  a  desire  to  conserve 
and  properly  manage  these  resources  aside  from  their  hunting  value. 

Mr.  Dellay.  Probably  if  the  duck  stamp  fee  is  raised  from  $4  to  $5 
and  there  is  a  good  indication  that  the  program  will  come  close  to 
the  self-supporting  level,  appropriations  from  Congress  then  might 
be  easier  to  get  than  under  the  present  setup.  Would  you  say  that? 

Mr.  Callison.  I  believe  Congress  would  recognize  that  the  duck 
hunters  have  made  their  contribution  through  the  years  and  will  make 
it.  They  not  only  buy  their  duck  stamps  for  $2  but  in  every  State, 
T  think,  in  order  to  hunt  they  also  have  to  have  a  State  hunting  li¬ 
cense.  They  have  made  their  contribution  to  this  program,  and  they 
will  continue  to  do  so  willingly  provided  they  see  that  the  money 
is  well  spent. 

A  few  years  ago  when  it  was  revealed  that  only  about  17  percent, 
as  I  recall  the  figure,  of  all  the  receipts  from  the  duck  stamps  have 
been  used  for  the  acquiistion  of  lands  to  build  up  this  Federal  refuge 
system  for  waterfowl  management  purposes,  they  commenced  to  be 
very  unhappy  about  what  was  being  done  with  their  duck  stamp  fee. 

That  is  the  reason  we  failed  to  have  a  resolution  endorsing  an  in¬ 
crease  in  the  duck  stamp  fee.  When  such  a  resolution  was  brought 
before  our  annual  convention  in  1955,  many  of  our  delegates  objected 
that  the  money  is  not  being  used  as  it  was  supposed  to  be  used. 
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Mr.  Dellat.  You  feel  as  a  matter  of  personal  feeling  from  past 
experience  that  if  we  come  through  with  a  compromise  bill  which 
has  some  features  in  it  that  would  be  attractive  to  sportsmen,  that 
they  would  be  more  amenable  to  an  increase  in  the  duck  stamp  fee? 
You  believe  that  the  feeling  would  be  then  if  we  form  a  compromise 
bill  from  these  bills  being  presented,  with  some  of  the  salient  features 
the  sportsmen  are  interested  in,  it  would  be  an  indication  that  Con¬ 
gress  is  becoming  interested  in  the  program  to  a  greater  degree  and 
that  might  bring  acceptance  on  their  part  of  a  higher  duck  stamp 
fee  from  $4  to  $5  ?  Do  you  think  that  might  come  about  ? 

Mr.  Callison.  I  think  that  is  true,  sir. 

Mr.  Della  y.  That  is  all. 

Mr.  Kluczynski.  Mr.  Gross  ? 

Mr.  Gross.  I  am  sorry  I  was  not  here  to  hear  all  of  Mr.  Callison’s 
testimony.  I  might  be  slightly  repetitious. 

Do  I  understand  you  advcoate  the  purchase  of  400,000  acres  per 

fear  for  10  years  ? 

Mr.  Callison.  In  my  statement,  Mr.  Gross,  I  did  not  specify  a 
particular  figure,  but  I  think  such  a  program  has  been  recommended 
by  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service. 

At  any  rate,  the  overall  objective  is  to  bring  into  public  ownership 
for  the  purpose  of  assuring  the  perpetuity  of  waterfowl  resources 
some  12-1/2  million  acres  of  waterfowl  habitat,  lands  that  are  valuable 
for  waterfowl. 

The  program  that  has  been  worked  out  cooperatively  between  the 
Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  of  the  Federal  Government  and  the  State 
game  and  fish  departments  is  for  the  State  agencies  to  acquire  and 
to  manage  about  5  million  acres  of  that,  the  Federal  Government 
approximately  7 y2  million  acres. 

It  is  extremely  important  that  this  be  done  as  soon  as  possible  and 
as  rapidly  as  possible  because  drainage  programs,  pollution,  siltation, 
and  other  factors  are  rapidly  destroying  the  remaining  areas  that 
can  be  used  for  this  purpose. 

Mr.  Gross.  You  do  personally  advocate  a  $1  or  $2  increase  in  the 
duck  stamp  ? 

Mr.  Callison.  That  is  right. 

k  Mr.  Gross.  I  assume  the  need  for  this  revenue  would  be  to  carry 
™ut  such  a  program  as  this. 

Mr.  Callison.  That  is  the  need. 

Mr.  Gross.  The  acquisition  of  more  land  for  more  refuges. 

Mr.  Callison.  That  is  the  crying  need,  sir. 

Mr.  Gross.  You  must  have  some  idea  of  the  amount  of  land  that 
could  be  had  on  the  basis  of  increased  revenue. 

Mr.  Callison.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  Gross.  Have  you  stated  the  average  annual  cost  of  the  ac¬ 
quisition  of  400,000  acres?  Is  there  any  way  to  arrive  at  that? 

Mr.  Callison.  Yes,  Mr.  Gross.  I  can  prepare  such  an  estimate, 
but  in  the  preparation  of  my  statement  I  did  not  do  that  because  I 
noticed  that  in  the  statement  presented  by  Mr.  Reuss  he  had  such 
figures  and  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  recommendations  proposed 
such  figures.  So  I  just  did  not  go  to  the  work  to  do  it  in  my  own 
statement. 

Mr.  Gross.  I  will  not  take  any  more  of  the  committee’s  time  be¬ 
cause  I  did  not  hear  the  testimony  yesterday. 
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Mr.  Dingell.  Will  the  gentleman  yield  ? 

Mr.  Gross.  Yes. 

Mr.  Dingell.  I  have  that  figure.  I  believe  the  figure  was  given 
as  about  $40  per  acre  to  acquire.  Some  lands  would  necessarily  have 
to  be  acquired  at  more  and  some  at  less,  so  the  average  figure  was 
about  $40  per  acre  to  acquire  this  whole  amount. 

I  think  personally  that  figure  is  a  little  high  from  my  conversation 
with  Mr.  Ivarsten,  who  is  on  the  Migatory  Bird  Commission.  Pie 
indicated  land  could  presently  be  acquired  for  something  less  overall. 

I  hope  that  helps  you. 

Mr.  Gross.  Thank  you.  That  is  all. 

Mr.  Ivluczynski.  Mr.  Zincke  ? 

Mr.  Zincke.  No  questions,  sir. 

Mr.  Ivluczynski.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Callison.  I  would  like  to  request  the  inclusion  of  some  addi¬ 
tional  material  in  the  record  if  the  committee  will  consent. 

Mr.  Ivluczynski.  Without  objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  Callison.  First  is  a  paper  presented  by  Dr.  J.  H.  Shaeffer  ofl 
Parker,  S.  Dak.,  chairman  of  the  North  and  Soutli  Dakota  Emer¬ 
gency  Conservation  Committee  at  the  22cl  North  American  Wildlife 
Conference  held  here  in  Washington  March  4,  5,  and  6, 1957.  The  title 
of  this  paper  is  “Department  of  Agriculture  Drainage  Subsidies  Are 
Scuttling  Waterfowl.”  This  paper  emphasizes  the  fact  that  vital 
waterfowl  areas  are  being  destroyed  rather  rapidly  and  the  need  for 
an  action  program.  It-  is  11  double-spaced  typewritten  pages. 

Mr.  Kluczynski.  Without  objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

(The  document  referred  to  follows:) 

Department  of  Agriculture  Drainage  Subsidies  Are  Scuttling  Waterfowl 

Paper  presented  by  Dr.  J.  H.  Shaeffer,  Parker,  S.  Dak.,  chairman.  North  and 

South  Dakota  Emergency  Conservation  Committee,  at  the  22d  North  American 

Wildlife  Conference,  March  4,  5,  6,  1957,  Washington,  D.  C. 

Production  of  waterfowl  in  the  United  States  has  received  many  setbacks. 
As  the  industrial  revolution  progressed,  highway  and  municipal  development  and 
drainage  programs  destroyed  much  of  waterfowl’s  ancestral  breeding  grounds. 
By  the  turn  of  the  century,  this  country’s  principal  duck  production  habitat 
has  been  confined  to  the  Midwestern  States  of  Iowa,  North  and  South  Dakota, 
Minnesota,  Nebraska,  and  Montana.  A 

The  first  blow  to  waterfowl  in  recent  times  occurred  in  Iowa’s  once-famed^ 
pothole  country.  Habitat  estimated  to  have  produced  between  4  and  5  million 
ducks  annually  was  nearly  obliterated  by  privately  financed  drainage  programs. 
Federal  subsidies  for  drainage  finished  the  job,  and  Iowa’s  contribution  to  annual 
production  declined  to  a  negligible  8,000  to  5,000  ducks. 

Since  wet  land  habitat  in  both  Nebraska  and  Montana  was  limited,  the  salva¬ 
tion  of  this  country’s  waterfowl  became  largely  dependent  upon  breeding  areas 
in  the  prairie  pothole  region  of  North  and  South  Dakota  and  Minnesota,  an 
area  which,  today,  accounts  for  approximately  75  percent  of  the  total  United 
States  duck  production.  Make  no  mistake  about  it,  the  ability  of  waterfowl 
to  perpetuate  sliootable  populations  had  been  placed  under  severe  handicap  by 
nearly  a  century  of  wet  land  despoilation.  It  soon  became  evident  that  the 
combination  of  drainage,  together  with  greatly  increased  hunting  pressure, 
called  for  drastic  action  if  we  were  to  continue  to  hunt  ducks. 

Bag  limits  and  length  of  seasons  were  slashed — with  no  small  amount  of 
protest  from  the  hunting  public.  Some  complained  that  these  stringent  measures 
were  unnecessary ;  that  Canada,  the  horn  of  plenty,  could  produce  all  the  ducks 
we  needed.  What  these  people  failed  to  realize  was  that  the  same  forces, 
which  had  destroyed  much  of  our  waterfowl  potential  here,  were  likewise  cause 
for  alarm  in  Canada.  Most  people,  however,  went  along  with  the  added  restric- 
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tions,  and  we  have  been  able  to  salvage  a  portion  of  our  once  countless  numbers  of 
waterfowl. 

In  light  of  these  events,  we  are  acutely  aware  that  unwise  drainage  programs, 
if  continued,  will  surely  spell  the  end  to  wildfowling  as  we  know  it  today. 
Waterfowl  are  making  their  last  stand  in  the  United  States.  Their  ability  to 
perpetuate  a  shootable  surplus  throughout  this  country  will  be  invalidated  by 
any  further  reduction  of  breeding  habitat  in  North  and  South  Dakota  and 
Minnesota. 

Yet,  with  full  knowledge  of  the  consequences  to  our  waterfowl  resources,  the 
United  States  Department  of  Agriculture  continues  to  encourage  a  subsidized 
drainage  program  in  this  vital  area,  under  the  guise  of  soil  and  water  conserva¬ 
tion.  Furthermore,  agencies  of  this  Department  have  not  only  accelerated  sub¬ 
sidized  drainage  in  recent  years,  but  to  save  this  phase  of  their  program,  have 
sabotaged  wet  land  restoration  provisions  of  the  Soil  Bank  Act,  in  direct  con¬ 
tradiction  to  the  expressed  wish  of  Congress. 

I  am  fully  aware  that  this  is  a  strong  indictment.  Yet,  these  conclusions 
are  supported  by  extensive  investigation  conducted  by  the  North  and  South 
Dakota  Emergency  Conservation  Committee. 

For  those  of  you  who  may  be  unfamiliar  with  the  activities  of  this  committee, 
a  brief  explanation  is  in  order.  The  committee  was  activated  about  a  year  ago 
at  the  request  of  the  North  and  South  Dakota  wildlife  federations.  Members  of 
iboth  State  organizations  had  become  alarmed  about  the  effect  of  drainage  which 
'was  causing  drastic  reduction  of  water  supplies  in  the  two  Dakotas  and  western 
Minnesota.  Frankly,  we  were  primarily  concerned  with  the  threat  of  promis¬ 
cuous  drainage  to  our  agricultural  economy.  Yet,  we  recognized  that  drainage 
was  not  merely  a  local  problem.  Soil,  water,  and  wildlife  resources  of  national 
importance  were  being  destroyed,  and  as  such,  concerned  the  entire  country. 

Since  the  Agricultural  Department  had  shown  callous  disregard  for  the  facts 
as  presented  time  and  again  by  national  conservation  organizations,  we  decided 
to  place  these  facts  before  a  public  board  of  review,  comprised  of  those  who 
stood  the  most  to  lose — the  people  of  this  country.  Our  objective  was  to  foster 
public  support  for  a  national  water  development  and  protection  program  wherein 
the  needs  of  various  resources  dependent  upon  water  could  best  be  served.  This 
was  not  an  idea  which  originated  with  this  committee.  Congress,  some  time 
ago,  recognized  the  need  for  such  a  policy,  when  it  put  into  operation  its  “multiple 
use”  program  for  river  basin  development. 

This  program  called  for  treatment  of  water-dependent  resources  in  accordance 
with  the  greatest  public  need.  The  committee  believed  that  the  single-purpose 
drainage  policy  of  the  Agricultural  Department  showed  disregard  not  only  for 
Congress,  but  the  public  need  as  well.  Periodic  newsletters  containing  the 
results  of  our  investigations  were  transmitted  to  State  conservation  departments. 
State  presidents  affiliated  with  the  National  Wildlife  Federation  and  Izaak 
Walton  League  of  America,  national  farm  organizations,  and  over  200  major 
newspapers  from  one  end  of  the  country  to  the  other.  The  committee  was  well 
pleased  with  results  and  felt  that  their  effort  had  played  at  least  a  small  part 
in  focusing  attention  on  a  matter  which  was  most  deserving  of  public  scrutiny. 

\  For  reasons  of  brevity,  I  shall  refer  mainly  to  committee  investigations  in 
South  Dakota.  Please  bear  in  mind,  however,  that  our  findings  in  South  Dakota 
are  not  unique.  Administration  of  drainage  programs  in  North  Dakota  and 
Minnesota  are  strikingly  similar. 

Subsidized  drainage  was  introduced  into  this  three-State  area  in  1943  for 
the  purpose  of  stimulating  agricultural  production  to  aid  in  the  war  effort.  From 
1944  to  1949,  the  agricultural  conservation  program  service  in  South  Dakota 
expended  approximately  $600,000  for  drainage  payments,  exclusive  of  the  cost  of 
free  engineering  assistance  rendered  by  the  Soil  Conservation  Service.  By 
1946,  supply  of  basic  agricultural  crops  was  outstripping  demand,  and  by  1949, 
both  fanners  and  the  Government  were  in  serious  trouble,  as  a  result  of  this  over¬ 
production. 

An  imperiled  farm  economy  obviously  called  for  immediate  curtailment  of 
production,  together  with  elimination  of  drainage  subsidies.  Yet,  drainage  sub¬ 
sidies  were  not  only  retained ;  their  use  was  accelerated.  From  1949  to  1954, 
nearly  $1,200,000  was  expended  for  drainage  by  the  South  Dakota  ACPS.  The 
inevitable  results  are  now  apparent.  ACPS  and  SCS  encouragement  for  the  use 
of  financial  and  free  engineering  assistance  has  aggravated  the  serious  problem 
of  unwanted  agricultural  surpluses,  caused  tremendous  loss  of  water  which  is 
vitally  important  to  the  future  agricultural  economy  of  this  semiarid  region, 
and  has  destroyed  a  substantial  portion  of  the  last  remaining  waterfowl  breeding 
habitat  of  consequence  in  the  United  States. 
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To  recapitulate,  here  are  the  committee’s  findings : 

1.  Because  of  improper  timing,  drainage  subsidies  appeared  to  have  had  little, 
if  any,  value  in  helping  to  sustain  the  war  effort. 

2.  Drainage  subsidies  continue  to  contribute  to  present-day  surplus  problems. 

3.  Drainage  subsidies  have  resulted  in  the  effective  obliteration  of  over 
1  million  acres  of  nationally  important  waterfowl  breeding  habitat  in  North  and 
South  Dakota,  and  Minnesota,  and,  if  continued  according  to  Department  of 
Agriculture  plans,  will  soon  destroy  the  remaining  wet  lands. 

4.  The  committee  was  unable  to  ascertain  any  logical  reason  for  continuation 
of  drainage  subsidies  in  the  prairie  pothole  region. 

These  facts  are  a  matter  of  public  record  and  are  well  known  to  the  Agricul¬ 
tural  Department.  A  committee,  composed  of  the  game  directors  of  North 
Dakota,  South  Dakota,  and  Minnesota,  officers  of  the  National  Wildlife  Federa¬ 
tion  and  the  Wildlife  Management  Institute,  the  director  of  the  Welder  Wildlife 
Foundation,  with  the  chairman  of  the  North  and  South  Dakota  Emergency  Con¬ 
servation  Committee,  after  many  weeks  of  negotiations,  secured  an  audience 
with  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  in  September  1956.  It  had  been  apparent  that 
previous  resolutions  and  statements  concerning  subsidized  drainage  had  never 
been  called  to  the  personal  attention  of  the  Secretary.  Case  histories  and  photo¬ 
graphic  evidence'  were  presented  to  the  Secretary,  showing  many  instances  of 
drainage  projects  contrary  to  the  regulations  as  provided  by  Congress.  Although 
this  committee  received  a  fair  and  courteous  hearing,  no  definite  statement 
indicating  a  change  in  policy  has  been  forthcoming  from  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture. 

Why  then  does  the  ACPS  insist  upon  continuing  its  subsidized  drainage  pro¬ 
gram?  The  emergency  conservation  committee  believes  that  the  South  Dakota 
ACPS  annual  report  for  1954  reveals  the  main  reason  for  continued  drainage 
subsidies  is  this  agency’s  desire  to  spend  all  its  appropriations.  This  report 
states,  and  I  quote.  “Although  it  is  true  that  over  $1  million  of  South  Dakota’s 
budget  was  turned  back  to  the  Federal  Treasury  unused  *  *  *  it  is  the  feeling 
of  the  State  committee  that  the  1954  program  was  a  successful  one  as  far  as 
accomplishment  of  true  conservation  is  concerned  *  *  *.  Some  county  commit¬ 
tees  were  too  conservative  in  making  commitments  for  practice  approvals  and 
this  may  have  discouraged  farmers  from  carrying  out  proposed  projects  in  some 
cases.  This  is  a  difficulty  which  can  easily  be  overcome  in  the  future.” 

Analysis  shows  that  the  1954  ACPS  appropriation  for  South  Dakota  was  ap¬ 
proximately  $3,600,000,  of  which  over  $1  million  was  returned  to  the  Treasury  in 
unexpended  funds.  No  such  difficulty  (as  predicted  by  the  ACPS)  was  experi¬ 
enced  in  1955.  Of  appropriations  totaling  approximately  $4,700,000  during 
this  latter  year,  only  about  $400,000  had  to  be  returned  to  the  public  coffers. 
The  emergency  conservation  committee’s  opinion  as  to  the  reason  for  continued 
drainage  subsidies  or,  for  that  matter,  any  other  unwarranted  subsidy,  can  be 
summed  up  by  a  statement  included  in  a  news  release  published  in  June  of  1956. 
“The  Agricultural  Department  formerly  advocated  the  control  of  water  at  its 
source : 

“These  earlier  guiding  principles  were  ‘Hold  water  on  the  land  where  it  falls’ 
and  ‘Make  water  walk — not  run — downhill.’  Obviously  drainage  policies  no 
longer  follow  these  basic  soil  and  water  conservation  principles  which  apparently 
have  been  sacrificed  in  order  to  further  the  expansion  of  the  agricultural  con¬ 
servation  program  service  and  the  Soil  Conservation  Service.” 

There  now  appears  to  be  tremendous  public  interest  in  programs  designed  to 
regain  our  once  important  waterfowl  heritage.  Conservationists,  and  this  term 
includes  not  merely  a  select  few,  but  everyone  who  believes  in  the  wise  use  of 
our  natural  resources  for  the  greatest  public  good,  looked  to  the  soil  bank  to 
help  solve  many  problems  which  have  resulted  from  subsidized  drainage  pro¬ 
grams.  While  the  Soil  Bank  Act  of  1956  is  primarily  directed  toward  ultimate 
reduction  of  surplus  agricultural  crops,  this  legislation  also  carries  a  clear 
mandate  for  the  protection  and  conservation  of  wildlife  values. 

Conservation  organizations  whose  efforts  gave  great  impetus  to  the  passage 
of  this  bill  were  encouraged  by  the  initial  action  of  the  Agricultural  Department 
which  administers  the  program.  While  this  agency  failed  to  publicize  the  wild¬ 
life  benefits  made  possible  by  the  enabling  legislation,  it,  nevertheless,  developed 
regulations  which,  if  properly  administered,  would  go  a  long  way  toward  restor¬ 
ing  vital  waterfowl  breeding  habitat.  Practice  G-2,  for  example,  which  author¬ 
ized  the  restoration  of  previously  drained  land  to  its  original  condition,  would  not 
only  be  of  inestimable  value  to  breeding  waterfowl  but  also  would  tend  to  “bank” 
important  soil  and  water  resources  until  needed. 
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An  examination  of  last  year’s  record  will  illustrate  what  may  he  expected 
from  the  soil  bank  program  in  the  way  of  consideration  for  wildlife.  Seemingly 
taking  a  cue  from  national  policies  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture  to  disregard 
initiation  of  wildlife  benefits,  some  State  ACPS  committees  made  the  arbitrary 
determination  that  all  money  expended  for  drainage  would  have  to  he  repaid 
before  farmers  could  participate  in  benefits  from  practice  G-2.  This  attempt 
to  scuttle  the  restoration  of  wet  lands  was  viewed  with  alarm  by  the  International 
Association  of  Game.  Fish,  and  Conservation  Commissioners  at  their  recent 
meeting  in  Toronto.  Subsequent  inquiry  by  this  organization  revealed  that  this 
action  to  restrict  the  restoration  of  wet  lands  was  contrary  to  the  national 
policy  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture. 

This  revelation  of  national  policy  presented  a  problem.  It  is  clear  that  the 
ACT’S  administrators,  who  had  gone  to  great  lengths  to  popularize  subsidized 
drainage,  hoped  that  their  move  to  block  any  extensive  use  of  practice  G-2  would 
go  unchallenged.  They  recognized  that  the  ACT’S  and  SCS  could  not  long  endure 
the  public  protest  which  was  certain  to  occur  with  the  continuation  of  two 
subsidized  programs  which  were  diametrically  opposed. 

These  agencies  have  known  for  several  years  that  their  drainage  operations 
have  been  highly  detrimental  to  the  Nation’s  waterfowl  resources.  Moreover, 
in  many  cases,  they  have  not  served  the  best  interests  of  agriculture.  To  turn 
about  and  encourage  the  restoration  of  some  of  these  same  wet  lands,  drained 
|  under  past  programs,  would  be  an  indirect  admission  that  their  previous  attempts 
at  drainage  were  wrong. 

Undaunted  by  initial  failure  to  play  down  the  wildlife  provisions  of  the  soil- 
bank  program,  and  in  particular  G-2,  another,  moer  subtle  approach  was  em¬ 
ployed.  For  years,  the  Agricultural  Department  with  its  unlimited  publicity 
facilities,  had  fostered  the  idea  that  the  Soil  Conservation  Service  was  the 
primary  wildlife  conservation  agency  in  the  land,  that  this  agency  sponsored 
more  genuine  conservation  than  the  combined  efforts  of  all  State  conservation 
departments  and  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service.  The  facts,  of  course,  prove 
otherwise.  Uasicall.v,  the  SCS  is  a  farm  planning  organization  interested  mainly 
in  agricultural  capabilities.  As  such,  it  should  be  recognized  that  any  wildlife 
benefits  are  purely  incidental  and  secondary  to  its  farm  planning  activities.  For 
example,  small  dams  constructed  for  livestock  watering  in  the  west  river  coun¬ 
try  of  North  and  South  Dakota  have  created  waterfowl  nesting  habitat,  but 
tiiese  areas  cannot  make  up  the  production  loss  from  natural  breeding  areas 
destroyed  by  drainage  in  the  eastern  part  of  these  States. 

Supported  by  the  belief  that  the  SCS  would  be  acceptable  in  view  of  the  favor¬ 
able  publicity  received,  the  ACPS  appointed  this  agency  to  administer  the  wild¬ 
life  practices  of  the  soil-bank  program.  Perhaps  this  action  would  have  passed 
unnoticed  had  the  SCS  sufficient  qualified  personnel  to  carry  out  the  program. 
The  fact  remains,  however,  that  the  SCS  has  only  one  biologist  in  each  of  the 
States  of  North  and  South  Dakota  and  Minnesota.  Presumably  the  solitary  biolo¬ 
gist  in  each  of  these  States  will  eventually  work  out  a  program  to  be  administered 
by  work  unit  conservationists — the  same  i>eople  who  have  been  instrumental 
in  encouraging  the  drainage  program.  If  this  happens,  it  is  clear  that  the  ACPS 
|  and  SCS  will  have  successfully  blocked  any  extensive  use  of  practice  G-2  for 
the  restoration  of  areas  previously  obliterated  under  the  drainage  program. 

The  Agricultural  Department  pleads  that  this  program  cannot  effectively  be 
administered  by  any  organization  outside  their  jurisdiction.  However,  this 
attitude  is  not  consistent.  The  United  States  Forest  Service  realistically  faced 
their  personnel  shortage  in  South  Dakota  and  delegated  authority  for  admin¬ 
istering  the  forestry  practices  of  the  soil  bank  to  the  forestry  division  of  the 
Department  of  Game,  Fish,  and  Parks.  The  SCS  has  the  same  option  as  the 
Forest  Service — but  to  make  the  Department  responsible  for  the  wildlife  prac¬ 
tices  would  have  serious  consequences  to  subsidized  drainage. 

Thus,  ACPS  and  SCS  attempts  to  retain  subsidized  drainage  portends  the 
failure  of  wildlife  practices  of  the  soil-bank  program.  It  becomes  clearly  evi¬ 
dent,  therefore,  that  the  ACPS  and  SCS,  who  have  merely  given  lipservice  to  the 
cause  of  wildlife  conservation,  are  directly  responsible  for  the  decline  of  this 
Nation's  waterfowl  resources.  Yet,  in  the  final  analysis,  the  individual  and 
collective  membership  of  national  conservation  organizations  bear  a  share  of 
this  blame  for  permitting  subsidized  drainage  to  continue  as  a  part  of  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture’s  program.  Recognizing  this  fact,  we  must  redouble 
our  efforts  to  eliminate  this  practice. 

Tt  is  now  apparent  that  the  ACPS  does  not  intend  to  recognize  the  status  of 
waterfowl,  but  plans  to  continue  its  program  of  promiscuous  drainage  in  the 
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three  waterfowl-producing  States,  where  areas,  in  many  instances,  are  suffering 
from  the  worst  drought  in  25  years.  In  the  stricken  areas  of  the  Dakotas  and 
Minnesota,  the  Agricultural  Department  must  answer  to  future  generations, 
not  only  for  the  loss  of  our  waterfowl  breeding  grounds,  but  explain  the  destruc¬ 
tion  of  water  tables  in  an  area  that  only  receives  enough  rainfall  in  normal  years 
to  produce  a  crop. 

It  is  not  unusual  in  the  history  of  these  United  States  to  discover  that  top 
officials  in  Government  have  made  serious  errors  in  judgment.  To  maintain 
a  policy  that  is  not  in  the  best  interests  of  all  the  people  is  foreign  to  our  way 
of  life.  Many  local  ACPS  committees  and  SCS  personnel  would  welcome  the 
elimination  of  subsidized  drainage  because  they  realize  their  administrative 
responsibility  in  connection  with  this  practice  has  often  been  contrary  to  proper 
water  utilization. 

If  necessary,  a  congressional  investigation  should  be  initiated  which  will  pave 
the  way  for  the  passage  of  adequate  legislation  to  preserve  important  wetlands. 
Such  legislation  is  vitally  important  and  basic  to  any  forward-looking  program 
for  the  preservation  of  our  waterfowl  heritage.  With  subsidized  drainage  elimi¬ 
nated,  appropriate  State  and  Federal  conservation  agencies  should  investigate 
the  possibilities  of  public  stewardship  of  important  waterfowl  breeding  habitat. 

It  would  then  he  possible  for  complete  cooperation  among  the  Agricultural 
Department,  State  and  Federal  wildlife  agencies,  and  conservation  organiza¬ 
tions,  to  effect  a  constructive  program  of  water  development  and  protection  for 
the  benefit  of  all  our  people.  Only  through  such  cooperation  can  we  hope  to 
stabilize  our  agricultural  economy  and  preserve  our  great  national  waterfowl 
heritage. 

It  appears  at  this  time  that  our  hope  for  relief  is  the  Congress  of  the  United 
States.  We  can  prevent  this  national  catastrophe,  if  we  care  enough. 

Mr.  Callisox.  Also,  I  would  like  to  request  the  inclusion  in  the 
record  of  these  two  pages  entitled  “Summary  of  Chapters  from  Wet¬ 
lands  of  the  United  States,”  a  publication  of  the  Department  of  the 
Interior,  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  entitled  “Circular  39,”  pages  44 
and  45,  which  is  a  rather  concise  summary  of  the  problem  and  need, 
the  findings  of  a  national  wetlands  inventory  made  by  the  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Service  in  cooperation  with  the  States  and  an  explanation 
of  the  kind  of  program  that  is  needed  to  achieve  this  overall  goal 
of  12%  million  acres.  It  contains  the  figures  you  inquired  about, 
Mr.  Gross. 

Mr.  Kluczynski.  Without  objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

(The  pages  referred  to  follow:) 

Summary  of  Chapters 

The  problem  of  saving  wetlands  is  to  prevent  marshes,  swamps,  open  shallow 
waters,  and  seasonally  flooded  lands  from  being  drained,  flooded,  or  tilled,  hence 
losing  their  value  as  wildlife  habitat.  These  types  of  aquatic  environments, 
collectively  identified  in  this  report  as  wetlands,  furnish  essential  habitat  for  all 
waterfowl,  most  species  of  fur  animals,  and  many  species  of  farm  game,  forest 
game,  and  warm-water  fish.  Coordinated  advance  planning  by  all  resource 
interests  is  the  keynote  to  solving  the  problem.  As  an  aid  in  such  planning,  the 
Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  with  the  cooperation  of  State  game  agencies,  con¬ 
ducted  a  wetlands  inventory  with  emphasis  on  present  usefulness  of  the  lands 
as  waterfowl  habitat. 

A  century  of  wetland  exploitation  has  taught  many  lessons  in  the  use  and 
misuse  of  wetlands.  The  Swamp  Land  Acts  of  1S49,  1850,  and  1860  paved  the 
way  for  transferring  nearly  65  million  acres  of  wetlands  in  15  States  from  Fed¬ 
eral  to  State  administration  for  the  purpose  of  expediting  their  drainage. 
Nearly  all  these  lands  are  now  in  private  ownership,  and  their  use  by  wildlife 
is  usually  only  a  minor  consideration.  Although  evidences  of  wetland  losses 
as  revealed  by  previous  inventories  are  not  completely  reliable  because  they 
represent  different  types  of  coverage,  it  appears  that  at  least  45  million  of  the 
original  127  million  acres  of  natural  wetlands  have  been  drained  or  otherwise 
destroyed.  Agricultural  drainage  (102  million  acres  now  in  organized  enter¬ 
prises)  and  flood  control  are  the  forces  primarily  responsible,  bat  other 
activities  such  as  canal  construction,  drainage  for  mosquito  control,  industrial 
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expansion,  and  highway  building  have  greatly  reduced  the  wildlife  values  of 
some  wetlands,  particularly  along  the  coasts. 

Wetland  soils  have  physical  and  chemical  properties  that  are  derived  from 
the  environment  in  which  the  soils  originate.  Climate,  land  form,  and  native 
vegetation  largely  govern  the  nature  of  this  environment,  hence  also  the  nature 
of  the  soils  and  their  potential  uses.  Most  wetlands  are  underlain  by  organic 
soils  known  as  peat  and  muck,  or  by  recently  deposited,  water-carried  alluvial 
soils.  In  general,  alluvial  soils  have  higher  agricultural  potentials  than  peat 
and  muck.  Many  peat  and  muck  soils  have  proved  unproductive  for  agriculture 
after  drainage;  others  are  inherently  fertile.  In  many  areas,  there  appears  to 
be  a  direct  relation  between  potentially  good  agricultural  wetlands  and  presently 
good  waterfowl  wetlands,  suggesting  that  competition  between  agricultural  and 
wildlife  interests  will  become  more  intense  in  the  years  ahead. 

The  wetlands  inventory  reveals  the  location,  classification,  and  evaluation  of 
74.4:19,300  acres  of  wetlands  as  waterfowl  habitat.  At  least  90  percent  of  all 
wetlands  of  importance  to  waterfowl  are  included.  From  the  standpoint  of 
waterfowl  value,  the  total  acreage  covered  by  the  inventory  is  distributed  as 
follows  (in  millions  of  acres)  :  S.9,  high;  13.6,  moderate;  24.0,  low;  and  27.9, 
negligible.  Values  are  based  on  relative  waterfowl  use  in  the  States  where  the 
wetlands  are  located.  By  wetland  categories,  the  8  inland  fresh  types  comprise 
63,491,000  acres,  the  3  inland  saline  types  comprise  1,618,000  acres,  the  3  coastal 
fresh  types  comprise  4,041,000  acres,  and  the  6  coastal  saline  types  comprise 
5,290,000  acres. 

The  20  wetland  types  are  ecological  classifications  designed  to  help  recognize 
the  relative  importance  to  waterfowl  of  the  many  different  kinds  of  wetlands 
found  in  the  United  States.  Type  designations  are  also  helpful  in  determining 
values  for  other  forms  of  wildlife.  As  waterfowl  habitat,  the  11  types  comprising 
the  various  kinds  of  marshes  and  open  waters  with  emergent  nonwoody  vegeta¬ 
tion  are  far  more  valuable  to  waterfowl  than  the  5  types  that  are  only  water¬ 
logged  or  seasonally  Hooded,  or  the  4  types  characterized  by  tree  and  shrub 
growths.  However,  no  wetland  type  is  altogether  useless  to  waterfowl.  Although 
most  of  the  acreage  of  certain  types,  such  as  bogs,  wooded  swamps,  and  salt 
flats,  are  presently  used  very  little  by  waterfowl  in  most  localities,  the  small 
acreages  that  are  now  receiving  waterfowl  use  may  be  all  important  locally, 
and  the  little-used  areas  may  have  good  possibilities  for  improvement.  Such 
improvement  may  be  the  only  way  of  holding  waterfowl  in  a  region  where  good 
habitat  is  scarce. 

Use  of  the  inventory  in  waterfowl  management  ranges  all  the  way  from  formu¬ 
lating  overall  habitat-management  plans  by  flyways  to  selecting  individual  wet¬ 
lands  for  improvement  as  part  of  a  watershed  plan,  or  as  a  private  duck  marsh. 
As  originally  envisioned,  the  inventory  was  to  act  as  a  blueprint  to  show  State 
and  Federal  land-use  agencies  the  location  and  relative  importance  of  wetlands 
that  should  be  preserved  or  improved  for  waterfowl  as  soil  and  water  conserva¬ 
tion  programs  are  carried  forward.  If  effectively  used  for  this  purpose,  the 
inventory  will  have  far-reaching  effects  on  keeping  waterfowl  populations  at 
a  harvestable  level. 

Public  waterfowl  areas,  both  State  and  Federal,  offer  permanent  habitat  for 
ducks  and  geese — habitat  free  from  land-use  changes  and  usually  free  from  the 
damaging  effects  of  severe  droughts.  A  well-integrated  system  of  public  refuges 
and  shooting  areas  throughout  the  country  is  essential  if  waterfowl  are  to  be 
properly  protected,  distributed,  and  harvested.  Public  areas  are  needed  for 
protection  in  the  breeding  and  wintering  regions  and  for  a  combination  of  pro¬ 
tection  and  distribution  of  hunting  opportunities  in  areas  used  during  the 
migration  period.  The  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  estimates  that  public  wildlife 
agencies  should  eventually  administer  12.5  million  acres  of  habitat,  of  which  7.5 
million  acres  would  be  federally  owned  and  5  million  acres  State  owned.  That 
objective  is  now  about  40  percent  realized.  The  future  of  waterfowl  hunting 
as  a  major  American  sport,  however,  depends  on  continuing  the  productivity  of 
privately  owned  wetlands,  particularly  the  breeding  areas  in  the  North  Central 
States,  in  Canada,  and  in  Alaska. 

Improving  wetlands  for  waterfowl  on  both  private  and  public  lands  must 
receive  greater  attention  in  future  years.  Millions  of  acres  of  low-value  wet¬ 
lands  can  be  made  more  attractive  to  ducks  and  geese  by  relatively  simple  and 
often  inexpensive  water-control  measures.  Despite  concerted  efforts  to  preserve 
wetlands  on  private  property,  economic  pressures  in  some  regions  will  eventually 
result  in  the  conversion  of  more  good  duck  habitat  to  croplands  or  to  industrial 
and  housing-development  sites.  In  such  regions,  those  wetlands  not  in  high 
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demand  for  other  uses  will  have  to  be  developed  to  their  full  waterfowl  potential 
in  order  to  maintain  the  present  distribution  and  abundance  of  ducks  and  geese. 

Contributions  to  other  wildlife  are  far  more  extensive  than  most  people  realize. 
The  use  of  marshes  and  swamps  by  such  species  as  the  muskrat,  beaver,  mink, 
and  raccoon  is  common  knowledge,  but  it  is  less  well  known  that  many  species 
of  small  game  and  big  game  utilize  wetlands  to  satisfy  seasonal  requirements. 
Altogether,  at  least  50  fur  and  game  species  in  the  United  States,  exclusive  of 
waterfowl,  inhabit  wetlands  to  secure  food,  water,  or  protective  cover.  Wooded 
swamps  (type  7),  although  generally  low  in  waterfowl  value,  are  used  by 
more  resident-game  species  than  any  other  type  of  wetland.  In  fact,  the  5  types 
most  used  by  other  wildlife  (types  7,  6,  1,  8,  and  2,  in  that  order)  are  fairly  low 
in  waterfowl  value,  since  none  of  these  5  types  is  among  the  10  types  used  most 
by  waterfowl.  When  determining  the  feasibility  of  a  wetland  reclamation 
project,  values  of  resident  game  and  fur  animals  deserve  at  least  equal  ranking 
with  waterfowl  values. 

Mr.  Callison.  Thank  you  very  much  for  the  privilege  of  appearing 
and  for  the  courtesy  of  the  committee. 

Mr.  Ivluczynski.  The  next  witness  is  Mr.  Lansing  A.  Parker. 

STATEMENT  0E  LANSING  A.  PARKER,  ASSISTANT  DIRECTOR, 
BUREAU  OF  SPORT  FISHERIES  AND  WILDLIFE— Resumed 

Mr.  Parker.  My  name  is  Lansing  Parker,  and  I  am  Assistant  Direc¬ 
tor  of  the  Bureau  of  Sport  Fisheries  and  Wildlife.  I  am  happy  to 
testify  on  H.  R.  5817. 

This  hill  proposes  to  modify  the  Migratory  Bird  Hunting  Stamp 
Act  and  the  Migratory  Bird  Conservation  Act  by : 

(1)  Authorizing  the  annual  appropriation  of  an  amount  that  would 
be  equal  to  all  the  moneys  received  from  the  sale  of  duck  stamps  dur¬ 
ing  the  previous  calendar  year. 

(2)  Changing  the  percentages  of  the  funds  to  be  earmarked  for 
program  activities  so  as  to  require  not  less  than  50  percent  shall  be 
used  for  the  acquisition  of  inviolate  migratory  bird  sanctuaries.  Also 
not  less  than  35  percent  shall  be  used  for  the  administration,  develop¬ 
ment,  and  maintenance  of  the  refugees.  The  remainder  would  be 
available  for  law  enforcement  and  the  costs  of  printing  and  selling 
the  stamps. 

The  Bureau  is  in  accord  with  the  objectives  of  the  bill — that  of 
accelerating  the  acquisition  of  lands  for  the  national  migratory  bird 
refuge  program.  The  needs  are  extremely  acute,  and  the  oppor¬ 
tunities  to  preserve  the  necessary  wetlands  are  rapidly  disappearing. 
There  must  be  an  expanded  acquisition  program  if  the  resource  is 
to  be  maintained  for  public  recreation. 

This  bill  would  add  an  estimated  $4,500,000  annually  to  the  migra¬ 
tory  bird  conservation  fund.  Although  the  earmarking  of  50  percent 
for  land  acquisition  would,  to  some  extent,  impede  the  programing  and 
efficient  use  of  available  funds,  there  is  sufficient  latitude  to  permit 
normal  operations  and  at  the  same  time  make  more  rapid  progress 
toward  reaching  program  goals.  This  $414  million  addition  would 
permit  an  increase  of  $3,100,000  over  the  amount  programed  for  land 
acquisition  in  the  1958  budget.  The  development  and  maintenance 
program  for  existing  refuges  would  be  increased  by  $725,000  over  the 
1958  budget.  We  should  like  to  emphasize  that,  while  the  land-pur- 
chase  program  must  have  high  priority,  it  is  also  essential  to  move 
along  with  the  development  and  maintain  the  areas  as  they  are  ac¬ 
quired.  Local  taxing  authorities  are  extremely  critical  of  removing 
lands  from  the  tax  rolls  and  permitting  them  to  remain  idle.  Also, 
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rehabilitation  of  lands  is  quite  costly  if  left  idle  for  any  length  of 
time. 

We  also  wish  to  advise  that,  while  the  additional  funds  proposed 
in  the  bill  would  make  possible  a  substantial  increase  over  the  present 
land  acquisition  program,  a  considerably  larger  amount  will  be  needed 
to  achieve  program  objectives  within  a  10-year  period.  Program 
activities  relating  to  refuge  development  and  maintenance,  investi¬ 
gations  of  population  status,  migrations  and  harvests,  as  well  as  con¬ 
trol  of  migratory  waterfowl  depredations  on  agricultural  crops,  must 
be  financed  from  funds  subject  to  the  35-percent  limitation  as  pro¬ 
posed  in  the  proposed  bill.  We  wish  to  advise  that  the  amounts  that 
would  be  available  under  the  bill  would  not  be  adequate  to  finance 
the  current  program  without  substantial  additional  direct  appro¬ 
priations. 

The  enforcement  of  the  laws  relating  to  migratory  birds  and  the 
costs  of  printing,  selling,  and  accounting  for  the  stamps  would  be 
covered  by  the  remaining  15  percent.  The  additional  funds  that 
I  would  be  available  is  believed  to  be  adequate  to  finance  these  func¬ 
tions  at  a  satisfactory  level. 

The  Bureau  favors  the  enactment  of  H.  R.  5817.  However,  we 
suggest  that  the  committee  consider  an  amendment  which  relates  to 
the  amount  of  area  that  may  be  opened  to  hunting  at  the  discretion 
of  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior.  At  present  the  Hunting  Stamp  Act, 
as  amended,  permits  the  opening  of  a  maximum  of  25  percent  of  a 
refuge  when  there  is  no  decline  in  the  populations  of  waterfowl  fre¬ 
quenting  the  area,  and  when  the  refuge  is  fully  developed.  In  the 
program  of  preserving  small  wetlands  or  “potholes”  in  the  waterfowl 
production  region,  we  plan  to  acquire  or  lease  strategic  areas.  These 
will  be  small  scattered  marshes  which  have  no  particular  value  to  the 
birds  during  the  migration  period.  We  believe  it  will  be  costly  to 
maintain  these  as  sanctuaries  during  the  hunting  seasons.  Further, 
we  have  learned  that  many  owners  of  these  potholes  would  object  to 
the  inviolate  refuge  feature  if  they  were  to  lease  or  sell  them.  In 
order  to  adequately  carry  out  the  planned  program  of  preserving 
these  valuable  producton  areas,  we  propose  that  they  be  opened  to 
hunting  during  the  open  seasons.  Also,  the  Bureau  believes  that 
I  the  committee  may  wish  to  consider  increasing  the  percentage  of  an 
*  area  that  may  be  opened  on  the  larger  refuges.  We  propose  that  the 
limitation  can  be  safely  raised  from  the  existing  25  percent  to  a  maxi¬ 
mum  of  40  percent.  To  accomplish  this,  it  is  recommended  that  sub¬ 
section  (b)  of  II.  R.  5817  be  amended  by  deleting  the  word  “and” 
at  the  end  of  subparagraph  (1)  ;  by  deleting  the  period  at  the  end  of 
subparagraph  (2)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  a  semicolon  and  the 
word  “and”;  and  by  adding  an  additional  subparagraph  following 
subparagraph  (2)  to  read  as  follows: 

(3)  by  striking  out  the  proviso  and  substituting  in  lieu  thereof  the  follow¬ 
ing  :  Provided,  That  in  his  discretion  and  subject  to  such  regulations  as  he  may 
prescribe,  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  may  permit  the  taking  of  migratory 
birds  on  all  or  any  part  of  any  area  subject  to  his  administrative  jurisdiction 
comprising  not  more  than  500  acres  of  land,  water,  or  land  and  water  main¬ 
tained  primarily  as  breeding  grounds  for  such  birds:  Provided  further,  That 
not  to  exceed  40  percent  at  any  one  time  of  any  area  in  excess  of  500  acres  which 
heretofore  has  been  or  which  may  hereafter  be  acquired,  reserved,  or  set  apart 
for  the  use  of  the  Department  of  the  Interior  as  an  inviolate  sanctuary  for 
wildlife  under  any  law,  proclamation,  or  Executive  order,  may  be  administered 
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by  the  said  Secretary,  in  his  discretion,  as  a  wildlife  management  area  within 
which  the  taking  of  migratory  birds  may  be  permitted  under  such  regulations 
as  he  may  prescribe,  but  no  such  area  shall  be  opened  to  the  taking  of  migratory 
birds  when  the  said  Secretary  determines  that  the  population  of  such  birds  in 
the  migrations  utilizing  such  area  is  on  a  decline  or  that  such  taking  would 
interfere  with  the  primary  purposes  for  which  the  area  was  established  or  is 
being  maintained. 

The  above  statement  indicates  the  Bureau’s  position  and  has  not 
been  approved  by  the  Department  of  the  Interior  or  the  Bureau  of 
the  Budget. 

Mr.  Kluczynski.  Does  that  complete  your  statement,  Mr.  Parker? 

Mr.  Parker.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Kluczynski.  Mr.  Dingell? 

Mr.  Dingell.  Mr.  Parker,  I  wanted  to  ask  you  one  question  which 
I  think  is  very  much  in  the  minds  of  the  members  of  the  committee. 

Have  you  made  any  study  or  lias  the  Bureau  made  any  study  as  to 
the  effect  of  raising  duck-stamp  fees? 

The  reason  I  ask  that  is  this :  I  wondered  whether  a  raise  in  pric^ 
would  mean  any  substantial  reduction  in  volume  of  sales  or  what  imfl 
pact  it  would  have  on  revenue.  In  other  words,  would  it  be  a  straight- 
line  raise?  For  each  dollar  raise  or  for  each  10  or  20  or  50  percent 
raise  in  price,  would  there  be  a  commensurate  rise  in  income  to  the 
Government  for  duck-stamp  purpose  uses? 

Mr.  Parker.  I  wish  we  could  answer  that.  Unfortunately,  we  have 
not  been  able  to  carry  out  such  an  investigation.  In  reporting  yester¬ 
day  I  indicated  that  the  raise  from  one  to  two  dollars  probably  would 
not  affect  the  number  of  stamps  sold,  but  we  are  not  in  a  position  to 
make  a  definite  statement  to  that  effect. 

Mr.  Dingell.  Would  you  have  any  feeling  on  a  raise  from  2  to  3 
or  a  raise  from  2  to  4  dollars? 

Mr.  Parker.  This  would  be  purely  conjecture  on  my  part,  but  I 
would  imagine  when  we  got  to  $4,  there  would  be  some  loss  in  sales. 
In  addition  to  the  payment  of  the  duck-stamp  fee,  each  hunter,  of 
course,  has  to  purchase  a  hunting  license  in  the  State,  and  they  run 
from  $3  on  up.  So  when  we  are  hitting  above  3  or  4  dollars  in  addi¬ 
tion  there,  it  is  going  to  cut  down,  I  believe. 

Mr.  Gross.  If  the  gentleman  will  yield,  in  the  case  of  islands,  they 
have  to  purchase  a  nonresident  license  to  get  any  ducks.  JL 

Mr.  Dingell.  Thank  you  very  much.  ^ 

Mr.  Kluczynski.  Mr.  Allen? 

Mr.  Allen.  No  questions. 

Mr.  Kluczynski.  Mr.  Van  Pelt? 

Mr.  Van  Pelt.  No  questions. 

Mr.  Kluczynski.  Mr.  Dellay  ? 

Mr.  Dellay.  I  do  not  like  to  harp  on  one  point,  but  it  seems  we 
ought  to  double  the  price  of  the  stamp,  and  in  getting  the  sportsmen 
to  buy  the  stamp  it  will  raise  $4,500,000,  which  still  will  not  be  enough 
if  we  get  the  number  of  stamps  sold.  I  wonder  if  the  $5  ceiling  would 
not  be  a  better  thing.  If  you  start  with  $5,  you  may  have  to  come 
back.  At  the  $4  level  you  may  lose  a  certain  amount  of  volume  and 
decrease  your  funds  and  give  you  an  additional  problem  of  raising 
the  additional  money  that  will  be  necessary  if  it  has  to  g  down  to  $3. 

I  think  some  consideration  should  be  given  to  using  the  $5  figure  to 
start  off  with.  That  is  all. 
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Mr.  Ivluczynski.  Mr.  Gross. 

Mr.  Gross.  For  my  information,  Mr.  Parker,  how  long  have  you 
been  with  the  Department  ? 

Mr.  Parker.  I  have  been  with  the  Department  about  12  years,  sir. 

Mr.  Gross.  What  is  your  position? 

Mr.  Parker.  I  am  Assistant  Director  of  the  Bureau  of  Sports 
Fisheries  and  Wildlife. 

Mr.  Gross.  What  is  meant  b}^  “acquisition  of  suitable  areas  for  in- 
vmlate  migratory  bird  santuaries”? 

Mr.  Parker.  An  area  where  no  hunting  is  permitted. 

Mr.  Gross.  No  shooting  at  all? 

Mr.  Parker.  That  is  right, 

Mr.  G  ross.  You  speak  of  the  selling  of  stamps.  What  is  your 
thought  of  selling  of  duck  stamps?  I  understand  printing  and  some 
cost  in  distribution.  But  where  do  you  run  into  costs  in  the  selling 
of  stamps? 

^  Mr.  Parker.  For  example,  the  Post  Office  Department  in  1956 
P^ceived  $116,240. 

Mr.  Gross.  You  reimburse  the  Post  Office  Department? 

Mr.  Parker.  That  is  right ;  for  printing,  distribution,  and  account¬ 
ing  of  receipts. 

Mr.  Gross.  But  do  sporting-goods  stores  sell  stamps? 

Mr.  Parker.  Some  do. 

Mr.  Gross.  Do  you  pay  them  anything? 

Mr.  Parker.  No. 

Mr.  Allen.  Will  you  yield? 

Mr.  Gross.  Yes. 

Mr.  Allen.  Do  not  the  sporting-goods  stores  buy  them  from  the 
Post  Office  as  a  convenience  to  the  hunter  ? 

Mr.  Parker.  Yes. 

Mr.  Allen.  We  had  a  bill  to  get  them  to  sell  them  back  when  they 
were  not  used. 

Mr.  (  tross.  I  thought  that  Avas  the  case,  but  I  tried  to  get  at  the 
cost  of  selling  stamps. 

Mr.  Parker.  That  is  the  figure  we  pay  the  Post  Office  for  the 
services  rendered. 

|  Mr.  (  tross.  I  am  surprised  you  reimburse  the  Post  Office  Depart¬ 
ment,  because  it  is  my  understanding  the  Post  Office  Department 
carries  out  upland  bird  counts  without  reimbursement.  Is  that  right  ? 
Do  not  the  rural  mail  carriers  carry  out  the  bird  counts  ? 

Mr.  I  5arker.  That  particular  activity,  I  believe,  is  conducted  in  co¬ 
operation  with  the  State  fish  and  game  departments.  We  have  noth¬ 
ing  to  do  with  it  in  our  Bureau.  That  is  a  voluntary  effort,  I  under¬ 
stand,  on  the  part  of  the  rural  mail  carriers;  an  activity  conducted 
by  each  State. 

Mr.  Gross.  I  was  curious  to  know  why  one  activity  was  carried  out 
by  reimbursement  and  another  is  not.  On  what  basis  do  you  reim¬ 
burse  the  Post  Office  Department  for  sale  of  stamps?  How  much  is 
it  per  stamp  ? 

Mr.  1  Arker.  May  I  refer  that  question  to  Mr.  Griffith,  please?  Do 
you  recall  that  ? 

Mr.  Griffith.  The  payment  to  the  Post  Office  Department  is  sup¬ 
posed  to  be  based  on  actual  cost  to  them  of  printing  and  distribution. 

Mr.  Gross.  Is  there  no  breakdown  as  to  percentage  ? 
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Mr.  Griffith.  No  breakdown  as  to  percentage.  The  present  duck- 
stamp  law  limits  the  portion  that  can  be  used  for  distribution  and  sale 
of  stamps. 

Mr.  Allen.  Does  not  the  Post  Office  get  $160,000  a  year  out  of  the 
total  of  $4.5  million? 

Mr.  Parker.  In  1956  it  was  $116,246,  and  in  1957  it  is  estimated  it 
will  be  $118,000.  Likewise  in  1958. 

Mr.  Gross.  Do  you  not  think  there  will  be  some  diminution  in  pur¬ 
chase  of  stamps  if  the  stamp  cost  is  raised  from  $2  to  $3? 

Mr.  Parker.  I  presume  we  could  expect  some.  How  much  I  would 
not  know. 

Mr.  Gross.  It  would  be  a  very  substantial  reduction  in  revenue  at 
$4;  would  you  not  say? 

Mr.  Parker.  I  am  not  in  a  position  to  say  exactly  what  would  result. 

Mr.  Gross.  That  is  all,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Zincke.  Since  the  inquiries  yesterday,  have  you  made  any 
ett'ort  to  ascertain  when  the  Department  is  going  to  have  its  reports  on 
these  bills  ? 

Mr.  Parker.  Yes.  I  understand,  sir,  that  the  Bureau  of  the 
Budget  has  been  requested  to  furnish  their  opinion  on  the  depart¬ 
mental  report.  I  cannot  tell  you  for  sure  when  that  would  be  over, 
but  we  are  pressing  for  it  to  get  it  in  your  hands  as  soon  as  possible. 

Mr.  Zincke.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  call  your  attention  to  the  fact  that 
the  request  was  made  to  the  Department  of  the  Interior  for  report  on 
this  bill  on  April  6, 1957,  and  we  have  no  report  as  yet. 

That  is  all  I  have. 

Mr.  Ivluczynski.  How  long  will  it  take  to  get  that  report,  Mr. 
Parker  ? 

Mr.  Parker.  I  am  sorry,  I  cannot  speak  for  the  Bureau  of  the 
Budget,  but  as  soon  as  I  get  back  to  the  office  we  will  see  what  we  can 
do. 

Mr.  Ivluczynski.  All  right.  You  get  after  it  and  see  that  this 
committee  has  all  that  information. 

Mr.  Parker.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Ki  ajczynski.  Are  there  any  further  questions  of  Mr.  Parker? 
If  not,  thank  you,  Mr.  Parker.  We  appreciate  your  presence  here 
this  morning. 

Does  anybody  else  want  to  be  heard  on  this  Dingell  bill  ? 

We  would  like  to  wind  this  up,  if  possible. 

Mr.  Gutermuth,  you  may  take  the  witness  chair. 

STATEMENT  OF  C.  R.  GUTERMUTH,  VICE  PRESIDENT,  WILDLIFE 
MANAGEMENT  INSTITUTE— Resumed 

Mr.  Gutermuth.  I  am  C.  R.  Gutermuth,  vice  president  of  the 
Wildlife  Management  Institute.  If  I  may  have  this  brief  statement 
submitted  in  the  record - 

Mr.  Ivluczynski.  Without  objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

(The  statement  referred  to  follows :) 

Statement  of  C.  R.  Gutermuth,  Vice  President,  Wildlife  Management 
Institute,  Washington,  D.  0. 

Mr.- Chairman,  I  am  C.  R.  Guthermuth,  vice  president  of  the  Wildlife  Man¬ 
agement  Institute.  The  institute  is  a  national  membership  organization,  and 
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its  program  has  been  devoted  to  the  improved  management  of  natural  resources 
in  the  public  interest  since  1911. 

The  objectives  of  H.  It.  5817  are  identical  to  H.  It.  6691  that  also  is  before  this 
committee.  Both  of  these  proposals  seek  to  assure  the  sportsmen  who  purchase 
duck  stamps  that  their  money  will  be  devoted  primarily  to  the  expansion  of  the 
national  waterfowl  refuge  system  in  an  effort  to  provide  adequate  feeding,  nest¬ 
ing,  and  resting  habitat  for  desirable  populations  of  ducks  and  geese.  The  con¬ 
cern  of  sportsmen  over  the  obvious  lack  of  progress  in  acquiring  much  needed 
waterfowl  refuge  lands  has  been  manifested  in  hearings  held  on  this  general 
subject  by  congressional  committees  during  the  past  few  years,  as  well  as  by 
the  introduction  of  these  corrective  measures. 

There  is  nothing  new  in  asking  the  Federal  Government  to  provide  funds  on 
a  matching  basis  for  programs  that  are  of  benefit  to  the  general  public.  This 
is  being  done  with  outstanding  success  in  the  Federal  aid  in  wildlife  restora¬ 
tion  (Pittman-Robertson)  and  Federal  aid  in  fisheries  restoration  (Dingell- 
Johnson)  programs.  In  those  two  programs  the  Federal  funds  that  are  offered 
to  the  States  on  a  matching  basis  are  collected  from  sportsmen  in  the  form  of 
special  excise  taxes  on  sporting  arms,  ammunition,  and  certain  kinds  of  sports- 
fishing  tackle  and  equipment.  The  money  that  is  put  up  by  the  States  also  is 
collected  from  sportsmen  through  the  sale  of  regular  State  hunting  and  fishing- 
licenses.  If  other  illustrations  of  similar  Federal  assistance  were  needed,  we 
i  could  point  to  highway  construction,  to  forest-fire  prevention  and  control,  and 
'  so  forth. 

By  adopting  the  matching-fund  plan  offered  in  H.  It.  5S17,  the  Congress  would 
be  acknowledging  the  rightful  responsibility  of  the  Federal  Government  under 
the  migratory  bird  treaties  in  looking  after  the  waterfowl  resources.  Since  the 
enactment  of  the  Migratory  Bird  Hunting  Stamp  Act  in  1934,  sportsmen  have 
contributed  nearly  $50  million  to  the  national  waterfowl-management  program 
through  the  purchase  ol'  duck  stamps.  The  sportsmen  were  sold  the  duck-stamp 
idea  on  the  basis  that  the  funds  would  contribute  materially  to  the  recovery  of 
waterfowl  populations  through  the  acquisition  of  adequate  habitat,  but  little 
actually  has  been  done  in  expanding  the  national  waterfowl  refuge  system. 
The  Congress,  and  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget,  certainly  have  taken  advantage  of 
the  unsuspecting  sportsmen  in  the  channeling  of  that  money  into  routine 
operations. 

Agricultural  drainage,  industrial  activity,  roads,  airports,  and  urbanization 
continue  to  take  a  high  toll  of  wetlands  suitable  for  the  maintenance  of  ducks 
and  geese.  The  total  acreage  of  wetlands  destroyed  annually  far  outstrips  the 
combined  efforts  of  State,  Federal,  and  private  wildlife  groups  to  retain  or  re¬ 
store  areas  for  migratory  waterfowl.  The  time  for  action  is  long  overdue,  and 
no  real  progress  will  be  forthcoming  until  Congress  takes  steps  to  redefine  the 
scope  and  direction  of  the  program,  and  makes  provision  for  sufficient  funds  with 
which  to  do  the  job. 

The  institute  believes  that  the  plan  for  the  providing  of  matching  funds  is 
preferable  to  the  raising  of  the  duck-stamp  fee.  The  sportsmen  have  been  dis¬ 
illusioned  by  the  failure  of  the  Federal  Government  to  use  more  of  the  $50  mil- 
(  lion  that  they  already  have  contributed  for  land  acquisition.  Many  of  them 
feel  that  the  Congress  should  make  up  for  the  appropriations  that  were  reduced 
through  the  diversion  of  their  duck-stamp  moneys.  The  people  want  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government  to  assume  more  of  its  rightful  responsibilities  in  providing  for 
the  management  of  ducks  and  geese. 

The  suggested  amendment  contained  in  H.  R.  5817,  which  would  apportion  50 
percent  of  the  funds  available  for  the  purposes  of  the  Migratory  Bird  Conserva¬ 
tion  Act  for  land  acquisition,  would,  in  effect,  dedicate  100  percent  of  the  sports¬ 
men’s  contribution  to  the  urgently  needed  waterfowl  refuge  land  acquisition 
program.  This  is  most  desirable,  and  the  remaining  50  percent  in  matching 
funds  would  enable  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  to  carry  on  the  important 
refuge  development  and  maintenance  activities. 

We  would  like  to  see  the  committee  consolidate  the  good  features  of  these 
proposals  into  a  new  bill,  and  thereby  provide  a  measure  that  would  come  close 
to  meeting  all  of  the  needs. 

Mr.  Gutermuth.  I  would  like  to  just  comment  on  certain  parts 
of  this  statement,  Mr.  Chairman.  We  emphasized,  it  was  mentioned 
in  my  statement  yesterday  on  H.  R.  6691,  that  we  prefer  the  matching- 
fund  plan  that  is  provided  for  in  H.  R.  5817.  While  we  have  no  par¬ 
ticular  objection  to  the  raising  of  the  duck-stamp  fee,  we  do  feel  that 


72 


DUCK  FEEDING  AND  DUCK  STAMP  LEGISLATION 


a  great  many  of  the  sportsmen  of  this  country  think  that  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  should  be  assuming  more  of  its  responsibility  in  the  man¬ 
agement  of  these  valuable  waterfowl  resources. 

The  sportsmen  already  have  contributed  $50  million  in  the  purchase 
of  duck  stamps  toward  a  land  acquisition  and  development  pro¬ 
gram.  As  has  been  brought  out  time  and  again  in  hearings  before 
this  committee  in  previous  sessions  of  Congress,  many  people  have 
been  unhappy  about  the  small  percentage  of  duck-stamp  revenue  that 
has  actually  gone  into  land  acquisition. 

Now,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  to  say  this :  The  duck  stamp,  as 
you  all  know,  was  enacted  to  carry  out  a  specific  purpose.  Prior  to 
the  enactment  of  the  duck  stamp,  of  course,  the  Federal  Government 
was  appropriating  the  sums  that  were  deemed  necessary  at  that  time 
for  the  routine  operations  of  the  United  States  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Service.  When  the  duck  stamp  law  was  enacted,  the  people  were 
sold  on  the  idea  that  it  was  going  to  be  something  that  would  con¬ 
tribute  materially  to  the  recovery  of  waterfowl  populations  through 
the  acquisition  of  adequate  habitat.  As  I  say,  they  are  quite  unhappy 
about  what  has  happened.  Mr.  Callison  brought  out  this  morning 
how  it  has  worked. 

The  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  officials,  while  we  do  not  blame  them 
entirely,  we  do  think  they  have  been  somewhat  remiss  in  not  making 
it  clear  to  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  that  the  duck-stamp  money  should 
not  be  used  for  routine  maintenance  operations.  Over  the  years,  we 
have  found  that  a  very  small  percentage  of  the  money  has  gone  for 
land  acquisition  and  development. 

So  we  feel  that  it  is  high  time  that  the  Federal  Government  give 
some  consideration  to  either  increasing  the  routine  appropriations 
for  the  Service  or  providing  some  kind  of  a  matching  plan  similar  to 
the  one  proposed  in  H.  R.  5817. 

The  reduction  of  waterfowl  habitat  in  this  country  is  coming  about 
at  great  speed,  and  the  conservationists  have  been  quite  critical  of  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  as  is  pointed  out  in  the  statement  by  Dr. 
J.  H.  Shaeffer,  of  Parker,  S.  Dak.,  that  was  presented  for  the  record 
by  Mr.  Callison  here  this  morning. 

The  Department  of  Agriculture  has  been  subsidizing  pothole  drain¬ 
age.  While  it  is  paying  for  that  on  one  side,  we  think  some  provisioif 
should  be  made  by  the  Federal  Government  to  help  in  this  tremen¬ 
dously  important  restoration  program.  Whether  it  comes  about  by 
increasing  appropriations  or  through  some  form  of  a  matching  plan, 
we  do  not  care. 

One  other  thing  that  I  would  like  to  comment  on  is  this  provision, 
this  proposed  amendment.  We  discussed  it  briefly  yesterday,  Mr. 
Allen.  It  is  offered  by  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service. 

We  would  like  to  see  provision  made  so  that  the  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Service  can  acquire  by  purchase  or  lease  and  set  aside  and  preserve 
a  substantial  number  of  potholes.  By  that  we  mean  small  wetland 
areas.  They  are  highly  productive  of  waterfowl  in  the  Dakotas  and 
Minnesota  and  throughout  that  section  of  the  country. 

The  States  alone  cannot  do  the  job.  We  would  like  to  see  some  of 
the  money  go  to  that  purpose,  but  we  do  not  want  to  see  that  small 
pothole  pui'chase  program  made  a  part  of  the  refuge  system.  We 
would  like  to  keep  the  refuge  system  intact,  and  have  the  potholes 
called  “waterfowl  production  areas.” 
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As  I  said  yesterday,  we  do  not  want  to  see  any  area  under  5,000 
acres  opened  to  hunting.  On  the  other  hand,  we  have  no  objection 
to  going  up  to  40  percent  in  the  opening  of  refuges  to  hunting,  but  we 
do  think  a  limitation  of  somewhere  around  5,000  acres  should  be  main¬ 
tained.  You  start  opening  areas  under  5,000  acres  and  the  preserve 
ceases  to  be  a  refuge. 

I  stated  yesterday,  if  you  open  more  than  about  40  percent  of  a 
refuge,  it  ceases  to  be  a  refuge.  So  while  we  have  no  objection  to 
raising  the  limitation  from  25  percent  to  about  40  percent,  we  do  think 
there  should  be  provision  that  if  the  area  is  under  5,000  acres,  it  be 
kept  closed. 

We  would  like  to  have  excluded  then  under  that  5,000-acre  pro¬ 
vision  the  small  potholes  that  we  are  talking  about.  Neither  the  Fish 
and  Wildlife  Service  or  the  States,  nor  anybody  else,  can  conduct  a 
refuge  program  on  a  whole  mass  of  potholes  here,  there,  and  the 
other  place  across  this  country.  It  just  cannot  be  done.  We  would 
like  to  have  them  excluded. 

I  am  fearful  if  we  let  the  purchase  and  leasing  of  potholes  be 
worked  into  the  refuge  system  of  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  and 
then  try  to  make  provisions  like  500  acres,  et  cetera,  that  we  will 
confuse  everybody  and  will  get  a  lot  of  opposition  from  people  who 
will  misunderstand  the  bill. 

Many  of  the  organizations,  if  they  thought  that  there  was  some 
kind  of  a  provision  in  the  bill  that  was  going  to  permit  the  opening  of 
refuges,  all  refuges  above  a  500-acre  figure,  would  oppose  the 
measure.  Consequently,  I  would  like  to  see  the  pothole  authorization 
handled  separately  from  that  portion  of  the  proposed  legislation  that 
deals  with  the  refuge  system. 

I  think  that  is  about  all  I  have  to  say,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Iyluczynski.  What  would  you  call  a  pothole;  three  or  four 
hundred  acres  ? 

Mr.  Guteratuth.  They  run  in  many  cases  down  to  an  acre  or  two. 
Throughout  Minnesota  and  the  Dakotas— you  fiy  across  that  country 
and  in  many  parts  1  am  sure  many  of  you  have  seen  where  there  is  so 
much  water  in  small  areas  that  there  is  just  enough  land  to  hold  it 
together. 

There  has  been  a  tremendous  reduction  in  those  small  water  areas 
under  varying  forms  of  drainage.  The  Federal  Government  is  sub¬ 
sidizing  the  drainage.  If  the  landowner  wants  to  do  the  drainage  on 
his  own  for  his  own  good,  let  him  do  it,  but  Ave  cannot  see  Avhy  the 
taxpayers  should  be  helping  to  put  additional  land  into  crop  produc¬ 
tion  when  we  are  turning  around  and  paying  for  the  building  of  farm 
ponds  and  are  paying  subsidies  to  take  areas  out  of  crop  production. 

We  would  like  to  see  the  Federal  Government  help  on  the  pothole 
preservation  program.  We  avouIcI  like  to  see  provision  made  in  this 
legislation. 

I  have  advocated,  Mr.  Chairman,  at  the  end  of  my  brief  prepared 
statement  that  we  would  like  to  have  the  committee  consolidate  the 
good  features  of  these  proposals  into  a  new  bill.  We  feel  that  could 
be  done  and  that  you  Avould  come  up  Avith  a  measure  that  Avould  have 
the  complete  and  widespread  endorsement  of  everyone. 

As  has  been  brought  out  here  time  and  again  by  preceding  wit¬ 
nesses,  we  think  that  legislation  of  this  type  is  desperately  needed. 
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Mr.  Kluczynski.  You  are  asking  Congress  to  increase  the  appro¬ 
priations  at  this  time;  is  that  right? 

Mr.  Gutermuth.  Rather  than  use  the  word  “increase,"  I  would 
like  to  say  “restore.”  They  were  appropriating,  as  I  brought 
out,  before  the  duck  stamp — they  were  appropriating  money  to  the 
United  States  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  for  carrying  out  the  obliga¬ 
tions  of  the  Federal  Government  under  the  international  treaties 
with  Canada  and  Mexico. 

Everybody  wants  enforcement ;  the  enforcement  of  these  resources. 
That  is  a  responsibility  of  the  Federal  Government. 

When  Congress  enacted  the  duck  stamp,  they  said  that,  surely,  a 
portion  of  the  money  can  be  used  for  enforcement  and  that  sort  of 
thing.  But  what  has  happened?  They  knocked  down  all  of  the 
routine  appropriations.  As  the  report  shows,  they  used  a  high 
percentage  of  the  duck  stamp  money  to  cover  routine  operations.  We 
think  it  is  fundamentally  wrong.  Instead  of  asking  for  an  increase 
we  are  asking  that  they  put  back  the  appropriations  that  have  been 
taken  away. 

Mr.  Kluczynski.  Mr.  Dingell,  any  questions  ? 

Mr.  Dingell.  No  questions. 

Mr.  Kluczynski.  Mr.  Allen? 

Mr.  Allen.  Mr.  Gutermuth,  you  used  the  term  “potholes  were  pro¬ 
ductive  of  wildlife.”  What  do  you  mean  by  “productive  of  wildlife”  ? 

Mr.  Gutermuth.  Mr.  Allen,  until  a  few  years  ago  it  was  assumed 
by  a  great  many  people  that  most  of  our  waterfowl  production  was 
in  Canada. 

Mr.  Allen.  The  breeding? 

Mr.  Gutermuth.  The  breeding  of  ducks,  reproduction  of  various 
species  of  ducks.  As  you  know,  the  institute  operates  two  of  the 
largest  research  stations  on  the  continent,  both  in  Canada;  one  is  at 
Delta,  Manitoba,  in  the  heart  of  the  Canadian  breeding  grounds. 

All  I  want  to  bring  out  is  this:  As  our  knowledge  of  waterfowl 
management  has  been  increased  in  this  country  and  as  more  intensive 
surveys  and  studies  have  been  made,  we  have  found  that  a  high  per¬ 
centage  of  the  continental  reproduction  of  migratory  birds  is  coming 
from  birds  hatched  in  the  northern  part  of  the  United  States.  It  is 
in  those  small  potholes  that  this  production  is  taking  place. 

With  the  shrinkage  of  those  wetlands,  down  is  going  our  reproduc¬ 
tive  facilities.  Of  course,  the  same  thing  is  happening  in  Canada. 
That  is  the  reason  Mr.  Reuss’  bill  attempts  to  make  provision  for 
some  work  in  Canada,  too. 

Mr.  Allen.  There  is  one  other  uncertainty,  it  seems  to  me,  from  the 
wording  of  your  remarks.  You  would  take  the  refuge  system  and  keep 
it  apart,  and  on  the  land  in  the  refuge  system  you  would  permit  no 
hunting  in  parcels  of  less  than  5,000  acres. 

Mr.  Gutermuth.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  Allen.  You  would  have  the  potholes,  which  could  be  very 
small,  you  would  permit  hunting  during  the  hunting  season. 

Mr.  Gutermuth.  Yes.  I  do  not  think  you  could  control  them. 
The  type  of  areas  that  we  are  talking  about  that  must  be  preserved, 
the  States  are  doing  what  they  can,  private  organizations  are  doing 
what  they  can,  and  we  want  the  Federal  Government  to  help.  But. 
now  we  are  talking  about  small  areas.  They  are  of  such  a  small 
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caliber  for  the  most  part  that  we  should  not  be  considering  them  as  a 
part  of  the  refuge  system. 

The  service  cannot  manage  those  small  areas  intensively  like 
refuges.  What  you  will  have  is  a  misunderstanding  on  the  part  of 
the  people.  The  people  want  a  definite  and  well-defined  system 
of  management  for  our  important  national  waterfowl  refuges. ' 

While  we  are  pleading  for  help  in  the  preserving  of  potholes,  if 
we  do  it  as  a  part  of  the  refuge  system,  I  think  we  are  going  to  confuse 
the  issue.  I  think  you  can  give  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  specific 
authority  to  help  on  this  pothole  program  but  do  it  separate  and 
apart  from  the  refuge  program. 

If  that  is  done,  I  do  not  see  any  need  for  this  type  of  language 
where  it  says  “Areas  of  no  more  than  500  acres,”  et  cetera.  I  have 
not  discussed  this  with  anyone  in  the  Service,  but  quite  obviously, 
the  provision  of  500  acres  was  conceived  to  provide  authority  to  open 
the  potholes  to  hunting.  I  think  the  potholes  should  be  handled  sep- 

>  a  rate  and  apart  from  the  refuge  program. 

Mr.  Allen.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Kluczynski.  Mr.  Van  Pelt? 

Mr.  Van  Pelt.  No  questions. 

Mr.  Kluczynski.  Mr.  Dellay? 

Mr.  Dellay.  No  questions. 

Mr.  Kluczynski.  Mr.  Gross  ? 

Mr.  Gross.  Mr.  Gutermuth,  I  assume  the  purpose  of  those  bills  is 
to  maintain  or  increase  the  migratory  waterfowl  population. 

Mr.  Gutermuth.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Gross.  I  ask  this  question,  which  is  perhaps  somewhat  ex¬ 
traneous.  Do  you  feel  we  are  getting  a  good  job  of  law  enforcement 
now  ?  That  is,  in  the  taking  of  migratory  waterfowl. 

Mr.  Gutermuth.  Yes.  I  cannot  be  too  critical  about  that,  Mr. 
Gross.  I  was  the  director  of  the  Indiana  department  for  years  and 
was  in  charge  of  the  statewide  enforcement  staff.  We  cooperated 
with  the  Federal  Government  then  in  the  enforcement  of  the  migra¬ 
tory  waterfowl  regulations.  Most  of  the  States  are  doing  it  today. 

In  recent  years  the  enforcement  program  has  been  increased  slightly, 
I  think  the  staff  is  too  small,  but  the  number  of  Federal  game-man- 

(agement  agents  has  been  increased.  I  think  the  quality  of  the  Bureau 
of  Game  Management  is  improving. 

Mr.  Gross.  What  leads  me  to  ask  the  question  is  this:  It  seems  to 
me  they  have  subordinated  the  enforcement  in  this  new  setup  in 
the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  and  made  it  something  of  an  appendage. 
Perhaps  it  will  work  out  all  right.  I  do  not  know.  Previous  testi¬ 
mony  much  earlier  before  this  committee  proposed  to  set  it  up  as 
something  of  an  appendage,  it  seemed  to  me,  to  the  rest  of  this  new 
setup  in  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Sei’vice. 

I  do  not  care  how  many  refuges  you  have.  Unless  there  is  enforce¬ 
ment — I  do  not  care  how  many  biologists  and  researchers  you  have  to 
build  up  migratory  waterfowl— unless  there  is  enforcement,  if  you 
turn  the  meat  hunters  loose,  you  might  as  well  forget  your  refuges 
and  increasing  the  cost  of  the  duck  stamp. 

Mr.  Gutermuth.  I  think  you  are  right  certainly  to  this  extent.  In 
the  reorganization  program,  and  under  the  Reorganization  Act  of  1956 
we  elevated  the  United  States  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  and  the  fish 
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and  wildlife  activities  in  Interior.  In  certain  branches  of  commercial 
fisheries  they  went  through  the  service  all  along  the  line  and  raised 
the  branches  from  branch  status  to  division  status.  That  was  done 
in  certain  other  activities.  But  in  the  Bureau  of  Sport  Fisheries  and 
Wildlife,  where  we  would  like  to  see  equal  elevation  of  importance 
and  emphasis,  those  activities  like  the  Branch  of  Game  Management, 
which  is  the  enforcement  branch,  still  were  kept  down  at  branch 
status. 

We  would  like  to  have  seen  that  branch  elevated  to  division  status 
the  same  as  all  other  activities.  It  did  not  come  about  under  the 
plan. 

Mr.  Gross.  That  was  my  concern.  I  get  pretty  furious  when  I  pick 
up  newspapers  and  read  about  Army  personnel  shooting  so  many  ducks 
and  geese  on  their  preserves,  and  apparently  it  is  hard  to  get  at.  I 
do  not  want  to  belabor  that. 

Mr.  Gutermuth.  In  defense  of  the  Service  on  that,  I  would  like 
to  say  this :  That  under  the  reorganization  there  has  been  nothing  done 
to  subordinate  enforcement.  I  think  the  enforcement  is  just  as  go M 
today,  if  not  better,  than  it  was,  we  will  say,  a  year  or  2  years  a  *. 
But  what  I  am  complaining  about  is  this.  While  they  were  elevating 
those  activities  elsewhere  in  the  Department  of  the  Interior,  I  would 
have  liked  to  have  seen  the  Branch  of  Wildlife  Research  as  well  as  en¬ 
forcement  elevated  commensurate  with  the  other  elevations  made 
under  the  reorganization  plan. 

Mr.  Gross.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Kluczynski.  If  there  are  no  further  questions,  thank  you,  Mr. 
Gutermuth. 

That  concludes  the  hearings  on  these  two  bills.  The  committee  will 
stand  adjourned. 

(Whereupon,  at  11 :  45  a.  m.,  the  committee  adjourned.) 
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THURSDAY,  MARCH  6,  1958 

United  States  Senate, 

Committee  on  Interstate  and  Foreign  Commerce, 
Subcommittee  on  Merchant  Marine  and  Fisheries, 

Washington,  I).  C. 

The  subcommittee  met,  pursuant  to  call,  at  10 :55  a.  m.,  in  Room 
G-16,  United  States  Capitol,  Hon.  Warren  G.  Magnuson  (chairman 
of  the  committee)  presiding. 

The  Chairman.  The  committee  will  come  to  order. 

We  have  before  us  at  this  time  S.  2447. 

(S.  2447  follows:) 

[S.  2447,  85th  Cong.,  1st  sees.] 

A  BILE  To  authorize  and  direct  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  to  undertake  continuing 
studies  of  the  effects  of  insecticides,  herbicides,  and  fungicides  upon  fish  and  wildlife 
for  the  purpose  of  preventing  losses  of  those  invaluable  natural  resources  following 
spraying  and  to  provide  basic  data  on  the  various  chemical  controls  so  that  forests, 
croplands,  and  marshes  can  be  sprayed  with  minimum  losses  of  fish  and  wildlife 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  of  the  United  States 
of  America  in  Congress  assembled,  That  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  is  author¬ 
ized  and  directed  to  undertake  comprehensive  continuing  studies  on  the  effects 
of  insecticides,  herbicides,  and  fungicides  upon  the  fish  and  wildlife  resources 
of  the  United  States,  for  the  purpose  of  determining  the  amounts  and  percentages 
of  such  chemicals  that  are  lethal  to  or  injurious  to  fish  and  wildlife  and  the 
amounts  or  percentages  or  mixtures  which  can  be  used  safely,  and  thereby  pre¬ 
vent  losses  of  fish  and  wildlife  from  such  spraying. 

Sec.  2.  The  sum  of  $280,000  per  annum  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated 
to  carry  out  the  objectives  of  this  Act. 

The  Chairman.  S.  2447,  introduced  at  the  request  of  the  Secretary 
of  the  Interior,  would  authorize  and  direct  the  Secretary  to  undertake 
continuing  studies  of  the  effects  of  insecticides,  herbicides,  and  fungi¬ 
cides  upon  fish  and  wildlife.  These  studies  would  provide  basic  data 
on  the  various  chemical  controls  so  that  areas  could  be  sprayed  with 
minimum  losses  of  fish  and  wildlife.  The  sum  of  $280,000  would  be 
authorized  to  carry  out  the  objectives  of  the  bill. 

Of  course,  that  would  be  a  matter  for  the  Appropriations  Committee, 
but  I  think  we  ought  to  hear  the  testimony  and  have  that  as  a  back¬ 
ground. 

Congressman  Lee  Metcalf  of  Montana  is  the  first  witness  on  this 
matter.  We  will  be  glad  to  hear  from  you. 

Have  you  sponsored  similar  legislation  in  the  House  ? 


Staff  member  assigned  to  this  hearing  :  Harry  Huse. 
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STATEMENT  OF  HON.  LEE  METCALF,  UNITED  STATES  REPRESENTA¬ 
TIVE  FOR  THE  FIRST  DISTRICT  OF  THE  STATE  OF  MONTANA 

Mr.  Metcalf.  Yes,  sir.  I  am  the  sponsor  of  H.  It.  378  in  the 
House. 

The  Chairman.  What  is  the  legislative  status  of  the  bill  in  the 
House  ? 

Mr.  Metcalf.  The  bill  in  the  House  has  been  assigned  to  a  sub¬ 
committee  of  Mr.  Boykin,  of  Alabama,  the  chairman.  Hearings  have 
not  been  held.  That  is  in  the  Merchant  Marine  and  Fisheries  Com¬ 
mittee. 

The  Chairman.  You  may  proceed,  Congressman. 

Mr.  Metcalf.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  appreciate  this  opportunity  to 
appear  on  these  bills,  and  as  I  have  pointed  out- - 

The  Chairman.  Excuse  me.  May  I  suggest,  it  might  be  possible, 
if  we  make  the  record  here,  that  your  hearings  could  be  very  short, 
and  we  could  combine  action  on  both  bills  very  quickly. 

Mr.  Metcalf.  I  have  talked  to  Mr.  Boykin.  He  said  that  now  that 
you  have  this  bill  moving  here,  we  can  shorten  up  the  hearings  over 
there. 

Senator  Murray,  Senator  Mansfield,  and  Congressman  LeRoy 
Anderson  have  gone  over  my  statement  and  asked  that  they  be 
associated  with  my  remarks.  If  I  may  have  permission  to  insert  that 
statement  into  your  record,  I  can  summarize  it  briefly  and  answer 
any  questions  you  wish  to  ask. 

The  Chairman.  Yes;  your  prepared  statement  will  be  placed  in  the 
record. 

(The  prepared  statement  of  Mr.  Metcalf  follows :) 

Chemical  Sprays 

S.  2447  would  direct  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  to  begin  continuing  studies 
of  the  effects  of  insecticides,  herbicides,  and  fungicides  upon  fish  and  wildlife. 
I  have  introduced  an  identical  bill,  H.  R.  783,  in  the  House. 

Studies,  for  which  $280,000  a  year  would  be  authorized,  would  lead  to  deter¬ 
mination  of  the  amounts,  percentages  or  mixtures  of  such  chemicals  that  can 
be  used  effectively  while  minimizing  loss  of  fish  and  wildlife. 

At  least  3  billion  pounds  of  these  chemical  sprays  were  dumped  over  more 
than  70  million  acres  of  our  crop  and  timberland  to  kill  insects,  weeds,  and 
plant  diseases  last  year.  Each  year,  more  acres  are  being  sprayed  with  more 
efficient  pesticides.  Each  year,  dozens  of  new  pesticides  are  developed.  The 
1955  issue  of  the  Pesticide  Handbook  lists  more  than  6,000  commercial  prepara¬ 
tions  of  present  day  poisons  for  controlling  pests. 

Of  course,  there  is  economic  justification  for  such  a  program.  The  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture  estimates  that  insects  alone  cause  losses  exceeding  $4  billion 
a  year.  Everyone  appreciates  the  need  for  minimizing  the  damage  to  forests 
and  farm  production.  But  we  also  must  be  concerned  over  the  potentially 
destructive  effects  of  these  chemicals  on  wildlife. 

Despite  the  enormous  good  wrought  by  chemical  controls,  they  are  a  mixed 
blessing.  Being  poisons,  they  can  be  harmful  to  birds,  mammals,  and  fish. 
Considerable  damage  to  valuable  fish  and  wildlife  resources  has  occurred  un¬ 
necessarily  because  chemicals  were  applied  without  sufficient  knowledge  of 
accepted  procedures  or  without  full  regard  to  the  consequences. 

We  all  know  of  plant  loss  resulting  from  chemical  controls.  They  have  been 
due  largely  to  carelessness,  a  lack  of  knowledge  or  of  judgment. 

Actually,  we  know  very  little  of  even  the  direct  effects  of  many  control  agents 
on  plants,  animals,  soils,  and  soil  organisms.  We  know  less  about  the  indirect, 
accumulative,  long-time  effects  of  these  controls  upon  plants,  wildlife,  and  even 
on  man.  This  is  because  development  of  new  controls,  with  almost  unlimited 
funds,  has  raced  far  ahead  of  testing. 
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This  control  program  involves  a  multibillion-dollar  recreation  and  commercial 
fishery  industry  of  interest  to  at  least  40  million  Americans.  According  to  a 
recent  survey,  America  has  some  25  million  sportsmen.  They  spend  approxi¬ 
mately  $3  billion  and  567  million  man-days  hunting  and  fishing  each  year. 
Caring  for  tourists  is  a  major  industry  in  many  States— among  them  Montana, 
where  the  tourist  business  is  our  third-largest  industry. 

Sportsmen,  conservationists,  foresters,  and  farmers  are  equally  concerned 
about  minimizing  damage  to  crops  and  to  our  wildlife.  Dead  fish,  pheasant, 
quail,  ducks,  and  the  resultant  damage  to  the  tourist  business  is  a  poor  trade 
for  dead  bugs. 

Experts  tell  me  that  the  toxicity  of  these  chemicals  depend  on  many  things — 
among  them  the  species,  formulation,  dosage,  period  of  feeding  or  exposure,  mode 
of  entry  into  the  body  and  various  environmental  and  other  conditions.  But  all 
are  poisons. 

One  of  the  newer  and  most  effective  insecticides  is  parathion.  One  of  the 
insecticide  companies  says  parathion  is  so  dangerous  that  a  fraction  of  a  tea¬ 
spoonful  of  the  pure  material  on  one’s  wrist,  if  not  washed  off,  cause  death 
within  15  minutes. 

While  preparing  this  statement,  I  took  a  bottle  of  insecticide  down  off  the  shelf 
of  my  garden  supply  closet  and  read  the  label.  It  includes  these  words: 

“Caution  :  Danger — *  *  *  Keep  out  of  reach  of  children.  Avoid  contamina¬ 
tion  of  feed  and  foodstuffs.  Avoid  excessive  inhalation.  Do  not  get  on  skin,  in 
eyes,  or  on  clothing.  Wash  skin  with  plenty  of  soap  and  water.  For  eyes,  get 
medical  attention — flush  with  water  for  15  minutes.  Do  not  feed  forage  crops 
treated  with  material  to  dairy  animals  or  to  animals  being  finished  for  slaughter. 
Do  not  apply  to  foliage  of  white  or  sweet  potatoes.  Do  not  use  in  soil  where 
potatoes  will  be  grown  within  2  years  *  *  *  Do  not  use  on  edible  crops  within 
30  days  of  harvest  unless  otherwise  specified.” 

According  to  the  label  (Ortho  Isotox,  Garden  Spray  M),  this  spray  contains 
lindane,  malathion,  and  DDD. 

Confusion  among  experts  on  the  effects  of  chemical  controls  upon  wildlife, 
plants,  and  even  upon  man  extends  to  the  manufacturers.  Last  year,  I  inserted 
in  the  Congressional  Record  a  letter  announcing  the  withdrawal  of  the  Thomp¬ 
son  Chemicals  Corp.,  of  Los  Angeles,  Calif.,  and  St.  Louis,  Mo.,  from  the  produc¬ 
tion,  distribution,  and  research  of  the  presently  known  agricultural  insecticides. 

In  that  letter,  which  is  on  pages  A4076  and  A4077  of  the  27  May  1957  Con¬ 
gressional  Record,  the  company  president,  William  T.  Thompson,  says  that  the 
“currently  known  and  used  broad  spectrum  insecticides  and  their  wide-scale 
application  to  agricultural  crops — although  giving  temporary  control  and  tem¬ 
porarily  increased  yields — are  at  best  palliative,  and  perhaps  will  prove  danger¬ 
ous  and  uneconomic  in  the  long  run.” 

Recently  the  press  has  carried  accounts  of  disagreement  among  biologists  on 
the  Department  of  Agriculture  program  for  controlling  fire  ants  in  the  Southern 
States. 

In  a  letter  to  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  Mr.  Ernest  Swift,  executive  di¬ 
rector  of  the  National  Wildlife  Federation,  wrote  that  applications  of  two  chlor¬ 
inated  hydrocarbons — dieldrin  and  heptachlor — being  used  for  this  program 
have  in  some  instances  had  devastating  effects  upon  birds,  small  game  animals 
and  aquatic  life. 

Our  inquiries  indicate  that  two  pounds  per  acre  of  these  compounds  will  be 
used  in  the  eradication  program  now  being  initiated  by  your  Department  in 
cooperation  with  State  and  local  agencies  of  the  Southeast.  Swift  wrote. 
“Studies  of  the  losses  inflicted  by  dieldrin  and  heptachlor  upon  small  birds, 
mammals,  and  fish  have  shown  that  application  of  even  less  than  %  pound  per 
acre  can  result  in  heavy  mortality.” 

In  the  issue  of  Sunday  2  March  1958,  the  Washington  Post,  and  Times  Herald, 
carried  a  reply  from  Mr.  D.  R.  Shepherd,  head  of  the  Department’s  coopera¬ 
tive  control  operations  section.  He  was  quoted  as  saying  that  the  threat  to 
animals,  helpful  insects  and  fish  has  been  greatly  overstated  by  conservationist 
groups. 

But,  I  have  a  copy  of  a  letter  to  Secretary  Benson  supporting  Mr.  Swift,  and 
suggesting  that  the  problem  he  raised  “is  even  more  serious  than  Mr.  Swift 
has  indicated.”  This  letter  from  the  Biological  Laboratories  of  Harvard  Uni¬ 
versity  is  signed  by  William  L.  Brown,  associate  curator  of  insects ;  Herbert 
W.  Levi,  associate  curator  of  arachnology,  and  Edward  O.  Wilson,  assistant 
professor  of  biology. 
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An  excellent  summary  of  current  knowledge  concerning  the  effect  of  insecti¬ 
cides  on  birds,  fish,  and  other  wildlife  appeared  in  the  summer  of  1956  issue  of 
Audubon  magazine,  publication  of  the  National  Audubon  Society.  It  is  an  au¬ 
thoritative  article  by  Mr.  Paul  F.  Springer,  Wildlife  Research  Biologist  at  the 
Patuxent,  Md.,  Research  Refuge  of  the  United  States  Fish  and  Wildlife  Serv¬ 
ice.  It  is  also  well  balanced— not  only  describing  how  various  insecticides  can 
damage  wildlife,  but  also  pointing  to  the  need  for  insecticide  applications  and 
how  harm  to  wildlife  can  be  limited  by  proper  choice  of  materials,  formulation 
or  timing.  This  article  was  extended  with  my  remarks  on  pages  A5970-1  of 
the  28  July  1956  issue  of  the  Congressional  Record. 

Mr.  Springer  says  mammals  usually  show  more  resistance  to  poisoning  by 
DDT  and  other  new  insecticides  than  do  fish.  This  is  borne  out  by  a  study  just 
completed  in  Montana. 

Chemical  control  of  the  spruce  budworm,  which  by  that  time  had  reached 
epidemic  proportions,  was  begun  in  Montana  in  1952.  DDT  was  applied  from 
the  air  at  the  rate  of  1  pound  per  acre  on  12,000  acres  of  the  Bitterroot  Na¬ 
tional  Forest.  This  project  was  followed  by  similar  “hot-spot”  spray  programs 
on  the  Helena  and  Nezperce  National  Forests  and  Yellowstone  National  Park 
in  1953.  In  1955,  a  control  project  of  132,856  acres  was  completed  in  and 
adjacent  to  the  park. 

In  October  of  that  year,  following  the  spraying,  the  Montana  Fish  and  Game 
Department  received  reports  of  fish  dying  in  the  Yellowstone  River.  Observa¬ 
tions  of  fish  mortality  were  made  all  along  the  river  system,  91  road  miles,  from 
Gardner  to  Big  Timber.  At  one  point,  investigators  found  600  dead  fish — 
mostly  wliitefish,  but  including  many  brown  trout — in  approximately  250  yards. 

The  fish  were  emaciated.  They  may  have  starved  to  death.  But  DDT  was 
found  in  brain,  liver,  and  kidney  tissues.  That  winter,  the  Department  sampled 
and  compared  aquatic  insects  in  sprayed  and  unsprayed  areas  in  the  drainage. 
They  found  a  “noticeable  absence”  of  insects  on  which  fish  live,  in  the  sprayed 
areas. 

Investigators  turned  to  current  literature  on  DDT.  They  found  “conflicting 
results,”  and  noted  that  “very  little  was  known  about  the  long-range  effects  in 
streams.” 

So,  together  with  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  and  the  Forest  Service,  the 
Department  started  a  study  to  determine  the  effects  of  future  spray  operations 
on  several  trout  streams. 

In  January  of  this  year,  those  agencies  issued  a  report  on  their  study.  I  have 
a  copy  of  that  report  for  your  reference. 

Researchers  did  extensive  work  on  7  Montana  trout  streams  in  areas  sprayed 
by  DDT. 

Studies  show  that  aquatic  bottom  organisms  “are  materially  reduced”  by 
the  spraying,  reductions  of  over  90  percent  of  the  volume  were  common.  By  the 
fall  following  spraying,  insect  recovery  on  these  streams  represented  “only  a 
fraction  of  the  normal  volume.”  By  the  end  of  the  second  summer,  volume  re¬ 
covery  of  bottom  organisms  ranged  from  more  than  100  percent  to  practically 
zero.  One  stream  showed  a  volume  of  bottom  organisms  exceeding  that  prior  to 
spraying.  On  five,  recovery  “had  progressed  considerably  but  did  not  equal 
prespray  volumes.”  On  the  seventh  stream,  one  of  the  richest  in  bottom  fauna 
prior  to  spraying,  “only  a  trace  of  aquatic  organisms  was  found  in  the  second 
summer.” 

Researchers  also  did  a  census  of  the  fish  in  these  7  streams  during  the  summer 
of  spraying  and  again  the  following  year.  This  census  did  not  reveal  any  fish 
mortality  during  the  summer  of  spraying.  In  the  second  summer,  fish  popula¬ 
tions  on  5  of  the  streams  approximated  those  of  the  previous  year.  On  2  streams, 
game  fish  reductions  in  sprayed  sections  of  70  percent  and  80  percent  occurred 
between  the  summer  of  spraying  and  the  following  year.  The  stream  with  the 
80  percent  game  fish  reduction  was  also  the  stream  where  aquatic  insect  re¬ 
covery  was  practically  nonexistent. 

One  paragraph  in  the  conclusion  of  this  report  stands  out.  It  reads : 

“Information  collected  thus  far  indicates  that  forest  spraying  with  DDT  at 
the  rate  of  1  pound  per  acre  will  result  in  fish  kills,  some  of  which  will  be 
serious.  Extreme  caution  in  spraying  near  streams  and  lakes  will  reduce  the 
hazard  to  fish  and  aquatic  organisms.  Repeated  spraying  within  3  or  4  years 
will  not  give  affected  bottom  organisms  and  fish  populations  a  chance  to  recover 
adequately.” 

So  far  I  have  concentrated  on  insecticides.  The  questions  that  have  been 
raised  also  are  true  for  herbicides  and  fungicides. 
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Experts  tell  me  that  most  of  the  herbicides  now  in  use  “appear”  to  present 
little  hazard  to  animal  life  at  recommended  dosage  levels — but  their  indirect 
effects  on  wildlife  habitat  may  be  serious.  Here  again,  testing  lags  far  behind 
development. 

As  you  can  see,  we  must  have  the  research  authorized  by  this  bill  if  we  are  to 
protect  our  valuable  wildlife  resources  while  at  the  same  time  minimizing  pest 
damage  to  our  forests  and  farmland. 

My  file  on  this  bill  includes  support  from  the  great  national  conservation 
organizations  and  many  of  their  local  chapters.  I  am  sure  you  have  heard  from 
them,  too. 

In  addition,  this  legislation  has  the  support  of  the  Montana  Fish  and  Game 
Department.  Letters  from  Mr.  W.  J.  Everin,  deputy  director,  and  Mr.  Walter 
M.  Allen,  superintendent  of  fisheries,  Montana  Fish  and  Game  Department, 
follow : 


State  of  Montana, 
Department  of  Fish  and  Game, 

Helena,  Mont.,  April  21,,  1951. 

Hon.  Lee  Metcalf, 

House  of  Representatives,  United  States  Congress, 

Washington,  D.  C. 

Dear  Mr.  Metcalf  :  The  Montana  Fish  and  Game  Commission  is  in  favor  of 
the  provisions  of  H.  R.  783. 

The  commission  is  vitally  interested  in  the  effects  of  insecticides  used  for  the 
spraying  of  the  spruce  budworm  in  Montana. 

We  have  experienced  some  fish  losses  which  are  attributed  to  spraying  opera¬ 
tions. 

The  commission  is  very  anxious  that  the  funds  be  appropriated  to  the  Fish 
and  Wildlife  Service  to  continue  research  that  is  necessary  to  determine  the 
results  of  certain  spraying  operations  on  insect  and  wildlife  resources. 

Tour  support  of  this  type  of  legislation  is  greatly  appreciated. 

Yours  very  truly, 


W.  J.  Everin,  Deputy  Director. 


State  of  Montana, 
Department  of  Fish  and  Game, 

Helena,  Mont.,  April  21,,  1951. 

Hon.  Lee  Metcalf, 

House  of  Representatives. 

Washington,  D.  C. 

Dear  Sir  :  We  are  extremely  interested  in  your  bill  H.  II.  783  regarding  the 
use  of  insecticides  and  herbicides  in  the  control  of  noxious  weeds  and  insects, 
and  their  effect  on  fish  life  in  the  Rocky  Mountain  area.  One  of  the  main  stum¬ 
bling  blocks  we  presume  is  the  means  of  financing  this  type  of  program.  In  a 
discussion  with  forest  service  personnel  and  fish  managers,  it  was  mentioned  that 
it  may  be  suggested  to  you  that  a  small  tax  per  gallon  be  placed  on  various  com¬ 
mercial  products,  and  in  cooperation  with  the  manufacturing  agencies,  promote 
the  necessary  research  that  they  desire  as  well  as  people  who  are  concerned 
with  the  effects  of  the  use  of  such  hydrocarbons  as  DDT  and  toxapliene  on 
humans  and  wildlife. 

We  had  an  incident  here  at  Townsend  where  a  rancher  sprayed  his  cattle 
while  the  ground  was  frozen  and  the  material,  containing  45  percent  toxaphene, 
washed  into  the  creek  and  killed  all  the  trout  for  several  miles.  We  can  replace 
the  trout ;  however,  the  man  using  the  material  got  it  all  over  his  hands,  and  we 
know  from  literature  that  this  is  dangerous  to  humans. 

There  are  many  streams  that  have  had  fish  kills  due  to  uncontrolled  use  of 
insecticides  and  herbicides,  and  after  the  job  is  done  it  is  impossible  for  us  to 
rectify  the  damage  immediately.  It  takes  several  years  to  again  build  up  an 
insect  and  fish  population  in  the  waters  affected. 

The  DDT  spraying  program  in  the  control  of  spruce  budworm  is  affecting  our 
fish  population  and  insect  life  in  the  streams  where  spraying  is  done.  We  expect 
to  be  able  to  send  you,  in  the  near  future,  a  report  on  last  year's  findings.  Any¬ 
thing  you  can  do  to  further  expedite  the  investigational  program  on  the  use  of 
DDT  and  other  materials  of  this  type  in  the  Rocky  Mountain  region  will  be 
greatly  appreciated  by  sportsmen  and  wildlife  managers. 

Very  truly  yours, 


Walter  M.  Allen, 
Superintendent  of  Fisheries. 
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Mr.  Metcalf.  You  described  the  purpose  of  S.  2447,  and  I  have  in¬ 
troduced  H.  It.  783,  an  identical  bill,  in  the  House. 

Mr.  Chairman,  at  least  3  billion  pounds  of  chemical  sprays  were 
dumped  over  more  than  70  million  acres  of  our  crop  and  timberland 
to  kill  insects,  weeds,  and  plant  diseases  last  year.  Everyone  appre¬ 
ciates  the  need  for  minimizing  the  pest  damage  to  forest  and  farm 
production,  which  the  Department  of  Agriculture  estimates  at  least 
$4  billion  a  year. 

At  the  same  time,  we  must  be  concerned  over  the  potentially  de¬ 
structive  effects  of  these  chemicals  on  wildlife. 

They  are  poisons.  Already  there  have  been  cases  of  considerable 
damage  to  valuable  fish  and  wildlife  resources  because  pest  controls 
were  applied  without  sufficient  knowledge  of  accepted  procedures  or 
without  full  regard  to  the  consequences. 

Among  these  cases  is  the  death  of  fish  in  the  Yellowstone  River  in 
Montana  following  aerial  application  of  DDT  as  part  of  the  spruce 
budworm-control  program. 

I  have  a  copy  of  the  report  issued  in  January  of  this  year  following 
a  study  by  the  Montana  Fish  and  Game  Department,  the  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Service,  and  the  Forest  Service  of  the  effects  of  spraying 
on  several  trout  streams. 

The  report  shows  that  insects  and  aquatic  bottom  organisms  are 
materially  reduced  by  the  spraying,  with  reductions  of  over  90  percent 
being  common.  A  census  of  fish  in  7  Montana  trout  streams  shows 
that  a  reduction  of  70  and  80  percent  occurred  between  the  summer 
of  spraying  and  the  following  year  in  2  of  the  streams.  In  the  other 
five,  fish  populations  approximated  those  of  the  previous  year. 

There  are  more  than  6,000  commercial  preparations  for  controlling 
pests.  Each  year  new  ones  are  developed,  as  progress  races  ahead  of 
testing. 

Actually,  we  know  very  little  of  even  the  direct  effects  of  many 
control  agents  on  plants,  animals,  soils,  and  soil  organisms.  We  know 
less  about  the  indirect,  accumulative,  long-time  effects  of  these  controls 
upon  plants,  wildlife,  and  even  on  man. 

The  research  authorized  by  this  bill  would  get  us  that  information. 

The  pest-control  program  involves  a  multibillion  dollar  recreation 
and  commercial  fishery  industry  of  importance  to  at  least  40  million 
Americans.  According  to  a  recent  survey,  America  has  some  25  mil¬ 
lion  sportsmen,  who  spend  approximately  $3  billion  and  567  million 
man-hours  limiting  and  fishing  each  year.  Caring  for  tourists  is  a 
major  industry  in  many  States — among  them  Montana,  where  the 
tourist  business  is  our  third-largest  industry. 

Sportsmen,  conservationists,  foresters,  and  farmers  are  equally  con¬ 
cerned  about  minimizing  damage  to  crops  and  to  our  wildlife.  Dead 
fish,  pheasant,  quail,  ducks — and  the  resultant  damage  to  the  tourist 
business — is  a  poor  trade  for  dead  bugs. 

That  concludes  my  statement  on  S.  2447. 

The  Chairman.  Thank  you.  On  the  first  bill,  S.  2447,  on  which 
you  have  a  companion  bill,  we  are  merely  saying,  in  effect,  that  we 
want  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  or  the  proper  department,  to  ask 
for  $280,000  to  authorize  further  study  and  research  into  this  question 
of  the  use  of  insecticides  and  their  effects  upon  wildlife. 

Mr.  Metcalf.  Actually,  this  was  brought  to  my  attention  by  the 
spraying  on  the  Yellowstone  that  I  mentioned. 
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The  Chairman.  We  had  some  cases  in  the  State  of  Washington 
in  the  Yakima  and  Wenatchee  Valleys  where  they  are  spraying 
apples,  pears,  and  other  fruit.  That  is  a  great  pheasant  country.  The 
effect  on  the  pheasants  was  disastrous. 

Mr.  Me  tcalf.  We  have  an  effect  on  pheasants,  quail,  and  many 
others. 

The  Chairman.  Let  me  ask:  Why  do  we  designate  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  the  Interior  in  that  case  ? 

Mr.  Metcalf.  They  are  doing  much  of  the  spraying  and  we  have  to 
pick - 

The  Chairman.  Why  not  Agriculture  ? 

Mr.  Metcalf.  It  could  be  Agriculture.  I  selected  the  Secretary  of 
the  Department  of  the  Interior  because  of  much  of  its  management. 
Agriculture  could  do  the  same  job  for  the  forests.  They  have  juris¬ 
diction.  We  have  to  select  one.  or  another  department.  In  talking  it 
over  with  people  in  the  administration  they  seem  to  think  that  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior  would  be  the  one  to  select. 

The  Chairman.  Would  it  help  the  bill  any  if  we  had  a  section  which 
specified  that  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  in  carrying  out  the  pur¬ 
poses  of  this  act,  shall  consult  with  and  cooperate  with  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture  because  the  forest  lands  are  involved? 

Mr.  Metcalf.  Forest  lands  are  involved.  Before  I  introduced 
Id.  It.  783,  I  talked  it  over  and  I  don’t  think  there  will  be  any  diffi¬ 
culty  in  having  cooperation  between  the  two  agencies.  If  it  had  to  be, 
that  wouldn’t  hurt  the  bill. 

The  Chairman.  Thank  you,  Congressman  Metcalf. 

Next  we  will  hear  from  Congressman  George  McGovern  of  South 
Dakota. 


STATEMENT  OE  HON.  GEORGE  McGOVERN,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN 
CONGRESS  FROM  THE  FIRST  DISTRICT  OF  SOUTH  DAKOTA 

Mr.  McGovern.  Mr.  Chairman,  as  one  who  is  greatly  interested  in 
the  preservation  and  expansion  of  our  wildlife  resources,  I  appreciate 
the  opportunity  to  offer  this  statement  to  your  committee  in  support 
of  S.  2447  and  S.  2617. 

South  Dakota,  in  addition  to  being  the  pheasant  center  of  the  world, 
is  one  of  the  top  three  duck-producing  States  in  the  Nation.  With  the 
development  of  Missouri  Fiver  projects,  we  are  also  expanding  our 
fishing  facilities. 

Naturally,  all  thoughtful  South  Dakotans  are  interested  in  preserv¬ 
ing  our  fish  and  wildlife.  We  are  equally  interested  in  promoting 
programs  to  facilitate  their  growth  in  numbers  for  the  enjoyment  of 
sportsmen  and  hunters  today,  as  well  as  future  generations. 

S.  2617  seeks  to  expand  the  wetlands  so  essential  as  the  nesting 
grounds  of  waterfowl.  Obviously  the  future  of  waterfowl  numbers 
depends  heavily  on  the  preservation  and  expansion  of  wetland  areas. 

The  Duck  Stamp  Act  of  1934,  very  clearly  stipulates  that  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  this  legislation  is  to  “provide  funds  for  the  acquisition  of  areas 
for  use  as  migratory  bird  sanctuaries,  refuges,  and  breeding  grounds, 
for  developing  and  administering  such  areas.” 

Yet,  although  the  duck  stamp  fee  was  doubled  to  $2  in  1949,  very 
few  additional  wetland  areas  have  been  acquired  in  the  last  10  years. 
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One  of  the  principle  reasons  lies  in  the  fact  that  85  percent  of  the 
duck  stamp  dollar  has  gone  for  refuge  maintenance  and  other  admin¬ 
istrative  expenses.  The  Federal  Government  has  allowed  these  funds 
to  be  siphoned  off,  while  at  the  same  time,  failing  to  provide  sufficient 
money  to  expand  the  program,  the  responsibility  for  which  also  falls 
heavily  upon  the  Government. 

S.  2617  would  earmark  65  percent  of  the  money  raised  by  duck  stamp 
sales  for  the  acquisition  of  land  to  be  used  for  feeding  and  rearing 
migratory  birds.  The  measure  would  authorize  the  use  of  these  funds 
for  the  purchase  or  lease  of  small  wetlands  as  waterfowl  production 
areas.  Yet  it  would  not  increase  the  duck  stamp  fee  from  its  present 
level. 

Since  1935,  hunters  have  paid  out  $54,200,000  for  duck  stamps  alone, 
$49,400,000  of  which  has  been  expended.  However,  less  than  one-sixth 
of  this  amount  has  gone  for  the  acquisition  of  land.  Around  65  per¬ 
cent  has  been  spent  for  development,  maintenance,  and  administration. 

Clearly  the  intent  of  the  law  has  been  reversed.  Just  as  clearly,  it 
should  be  the  duty  of  Congress  to  see  that  this  situation  is  corrected. 
Well  over  2  million  American  duck  hunters  look  to  their  Government 
for  proper  administration  of  the  law. 

I  should  like  to  add  a  few  brief  remarks  in  support  of  S.  2447,  which 
would  direct  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  to  commence  broader  studies 
into  the  effects  of  insecticides,  herbicides  and  fungicides  upon  fish  and 
wildlife. 

An  authorization  of  $280,000  should  enable  us  to  learn  what  mixtures 
of  the  powerful  chemicals  now  being  employed,  can  be  used  most 
effectively  against  pests  and  disease,  while  at  the  same  time  minimizing 
the  loss  of  fish  and  wildlife. 

Last  year  more  than  3  billion  pounds  of  DDT  and  other  chemicals 
were  sprayed  over  70  million  acres  of  timber  and  cropland,  to  kill 
insects,  weeds  and  plant  diseases. 

While  we  all  recognize  the  important  of  this  vital  program  in  curb¬ 
ing  the  billions  of  dollars  of  disease  and  pest  damage,  we  must  be 
equally  cognizant  of  the  potential  damage  these  deadly  poisons  pose 
to  fish  and  wildlife. 

Let  us  provide  for  the  expanded  research  that  is  so  badly  needed. 

The  Chairman.  Thank  you,  Congressman  McGovern. 

Mr.  Parker,  we  will  be  glad  to  hear  from  you. 

Mr.  Parker  is  the  Assistant  Director  for  Wildlife,  Bureau  of  Sports 
Fisheries  and  Wildlife,  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  Department  of 
the  Interior. 

STATEMENT  0E  LANSING  A.  PARKER,  ASSISTANT  DIRECTOR  FOR 

WILDLIFE,  BUREAU  OF  SPORTS  FISHERIES  AND  WILDLIFE,  FISH 

and  Wildlife  service,  department  of  the  interior 

Mr.  Parker.  Mr.  Chairman,  members  of  the  committee,  recom¬ 
mendations  of  the  Department  of  the  Interior  concerning  S.  2447  were 
embodied  in  a  letter  dated  July  12, 1957,  from  Under  Secretary  of  the 
Interior  Hatfield  Chilson  to  the  chairman,  Senator  Magnuson.  This 
report  favored  enactment  of  the  proposed  legislation;  it  also  outlined 
major  research  needs  in  pesticide- wildlife  relationships  and  suggested 
certain  changes  in  wording  of  the  act. 


FISH  AND  WILDLIFE  LEGISLATION 


9 


The  committee  will  note  that  several  of  these  changes  pertain  to 
technical  terminology  and  serve  to  increase  the  number  of  types  of 
chemicals  which  would  be  subjected  to  study.  Other  modifications  in 
wording  would  extend  the  scope  of  investigations  to  include  the  kinds 
of  pesticidal  formulations  employed,  their  different  methods  of  appli¬ 
cation,  and  their  effects  on  all  types  of  land  areas. 

The  C  ii airman.  What  changes  were  suggested  ? 

Mr.  Parker.  In  the  title  of  the  bill  we  recommended,  after  the 
words  “herbicides,  and  fungicides”  the  deletion  of  the  word  “and” 
and  include  “other  pesticides.” 

The  Chairman.  That  would  make  it  more  al  1- inclusive  ? 

Mr.  Parker.  Yes. 

The  Chairman.  The  word  “pesticide”  would  cover  almost  anything. 

Mr.  Parker.  That  is  what  we  are  proposing,  to  broaden  the  field. 

Then,  on  the  fifth  line  down,  where  it  says  “following  spraying” 
we  would  propose  deletion  of  the  word  “spraying”  and  in  lieu  thereof 
substitute  “following  application  of  these  materials.” 

The  Chairman.  So  it  would  read — 

fungicides  and  other  pesticides  upon  fisli  and  wildlife  for  the  purpose  of  pre¬ 
venting  losses  of  those  invaluable  natural  resources  following  application  of 
these  materials. 

Mr.  Parker.  Right. 

The  Chairman.  Did  vou  cut  out  the  word  “spraying”  ? 

Mr.  P  arker.  Yes,  sir ;  making  it  broader  than  spraying. 

The  Chairman.  Then  we  go  on — 

and  to  provide  basic  data  on  the  various  chemical  controls  so  that  forests,  crop¬ 
lands,  rangelands,  and  other  lands  are  added — 

and  you  cut  out  “marshes”  % 

Mr.  Parker.  Right. 

The  Chairman.  And  then  “can  be  sprayed,”  and  you  add  “dusted 
or  otherwise  treated  with  minimum  losses  of  fish  and  wildlife.” 

Mr.  Parker.  Yes,  sir. 

The  Chairman.  Then  you  suggest  in  the  body  of  the  bill  itself  on 
line  5,  page  1,  after  “fungicides”  you  again  add  the  words  “and 
pesticides.” 

Mr.  Parker.  Yes,  sir. 

The  Chairman.  Then  on  page  2,  line  1,  you  cut  out  the  word  “and” 
and  you  add  “and  formulations”  after  the  word  “percentages”  to  read 
“amounts,  percentages,  and  formulations.”  Then  on  line  3  you  add 
“or  formulations”  after  the  word  mixtures.” 

Mr.  Parker.  I  didn’t  have  that  one,  but  that  would  do. 

The  Chairman.  That  is  in  there.  It  just  makes  the  bill  broader. 

And  then  you  add  “dusting  and  other  treatments“  in  line  4. 

Mr.  Parker.  Yes,  sir. 

The  Chairman.  Go  ahead  with  your  statement. 

Mr.  Parker.  Subsequent  to  preparation  of  the  report  the  Bureau 
has  received  a  great  many  additional  inquires  from  conservation  organ¬ 
izations  and  individuals  concerning  elfects  of  pesticidal  compounds 
on  the  Nation’s  wildlife  resources.  It  has  also  received  numerous 
communications  from  the  Department  of  Agriculture  and  other  Fed¬ 
eral  as  well  as  State  agencies  soliciting  advice  as  to  ways  and  means 
by  which  the  harmful  effects  of  pesticides  can  be  minimized.  At 
the  present  time  fish  and  wildlife  technicians  do  not  have  the  answers 
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to  many  of  the  questions  that  are  being  asked.  They  do  not  possess 
adequate  laboratory  and  field  data  to  evaluate  properly  some  of  the 
pesticidal  formulations  now  in  use,  and  they  have  little  or  no  data 
on  other  compounds  that  will  appear  on  the  market  during  the  coming 
months.  In  short,  scientific  knowledge  in  the  realm  of  pesticide- 
wildlife  relationships  is  5  to  10  years  behind  the  discovery,  formulation, 
and  field  application  of  these  chemicals. 

The  current  situation  is  in  large  part  due  to  the  phenomenal  growth 
in  the  use  of  new  pesticidal  compounds  developed  since  World  War  II. 
Foremost  among  these  are  over  60  different  insecticides  classified  as 
chlorinated  hydrocarbons  and  organic  phosphates. 

The  usefulness  of  these  and  other  chemicals  in  combating  ravages 
of  insect  pests  is  evidenced  by  reports  that  over  750  million  pounds  of 
pesticides  having  a  value  of  over  $250  million  are  produced  in  the 
United  States  each  year.  About  two-thirds  of  this  production  is  for 
domestic  utilization  on  some  80  million  acres  of  the  Nation’s  lands 
and  waters.  A  sizable  portion  is  applied  by  aircraft.  The  magnitude 
of  these  operations  alone  is  illustrated  by  a  recent  report  that  there 
are  1,500  applicators  operating  5,000  aircraft  which  annually  dis¬ 
tribute  1  billion  pounds  of  dry  chemicals  and  about  100  million  gallons 
of  liquid  formulations,  a  major  portion  of  which  are  insecticidal. 
While  many  pest-control  measures  have  been  and  are  being  carried  out 
in  carefully  controlled  programs  without  appreciable  harmful  side 
effects,  there  is  mounting  evidence  that  some  pose  a  serious  threat  to 
fish,  birds,  and  mammals. 

A  Florida  operation  carried  out  to  control  sandflies  and  involving 
aerial  applications  of  1  pound  of  dieldrin  per  acre  on  2,000  acres  of 
marshland  resulted  in  almost  complete  destruction  of  aquatic  life  in 
an  adjacent  canal.  In  this  area,  the  fish  kill  was  estimated  between 
20  and  30  tons,  involving  over  1  million  fish  of  30  different  species. 

En  drin,  a  more  toxic  relative  of  dieldrin,  was  widely  used  by  or- 
chardists  last  fall  at  a  rate  of  2  pounds  per  acre  as  a  ground  spray  for 
the  control  of  tree-girdling  mice.  When  applied  at  the  above- 
mentioned  rate  it  kills  mice,  but  also  endangers  other  mammals  and 
birds  inhabiting  treated  areas.  Water  runoff  from  some  of  these 
locations  has  killed  fish  in  nearby  streams  and  ponds.  In  one  instance, 
presence  of  the  chemical  in  a  domestic  water  supply  was  suspected 
when  water  samples  from  a  spring  adjacent  to  a  treated  orchard  killed 
fish  after  4  hours’  exposure. 

Heptachlor,  a  chemical  applied  extensively  in  the  fire  ant  control 
program  throughout  nine  Southeastern  States,  appears  to  be  slightly 
less  toxic  than  dieldrin  or  endrin.  There  are  insufficient  laboratory  or 
field  data  available  at  this  date  to  pinpoint  its  degree  of  hazard  tjo, 
fish  and  wildlife.  However,  contrary  to  statements  by  persons  who 
claim  its  use  entails  little  or  no  danger  to  wildlife,  laboratory  data 
reveal  appreciable — 25  percent — mortality  in  the  reproduction  of  quail 
and  pheasants  when  levels  as  low  as  one  part  per  million  of  heptachlor 
are  present  in  winter  and  spring  diets  of  parent  birds. 

A  recent  survey  of  a  3-acre  plot  in  Georgia,  about  1  week  after  aerial 
treatment  with  2  pounds  of  heptachlor  per  acre,  resulted  in  recovery 
of  remains  of  5  quail,  16  song  sparrows,  4  rabbits,  and  several  field 
mice. 

Numerous  reports,  similar  to  those  cited  above,  constitute  what  may 
be  termed  as  circumstantial  evidence  against  the  use  of  certain  insect i- 
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cides.  Adverse  effects  are  difficult  to  prove.  Techniques  for  the  de¬ 
tection  of  minute  amounts  of  pesticide  residue  in  animal  tissue  are 
extremely  complicated.  Furthermore,  lethal  effects  of  some  are  slow, 
and  migratory  forms  of  fish  and  wildlife  exposed  to  them  may  travel 
many  miles  before  death  occurs. 

In  other  cases,  mortality  can  be  due  to  slow  starvation  when  insects 
and  other  invertebrate  sources  of  food  for  fishes  and  birds  are  de¬ 
stroyed  by  large  scale  pesticide  application.  At  the  present  time,  there 
is  grave  concern  as  to  whether  chemicals  employed  in  the  fire  ant  con¬ 
trol  program  will  destroy  earthworms,  a  major  source  of  food  for 
woodcock  wintering  in  the  Southeast. 

Much  of  the  knowledge  concerning  pesticide-wildlife  relationships 
is  based  on  information  obtained  from  investigations  of  DDT.  In 
general,  the  findings  from  these  studies  reveal  that  applications  of 
DDT  totaling  1  or  2  pounds  per  acre  on  forest  and  agricultural  land 
usually  are  not  significantly  harmful  to  birds  and  mammals.  Fish 
are  much  more  susceptible,  and  dosages  in  the  vicinity  of  streams  and 
ponds  should  not  exceed  two-tenths  of  a  pound  per  acre.  On  the  other 
hand,  applications  of  5  pounds  or  more  of  DDT  per  acre  produce 
severe  losses  to  all  types  of  wildlife. 

Laboratory  studies  of  other  more  toxic  insecticides,  such  as  heptach- 
lor,  aldrin,  dieldrin,  and  endrin,  indicate  that  these  compounds  are 
from  15  to  200  times  as  toxic  as  DDT  to  birds.  While  some  of  the 
laboratory  findings  have  not  been  fully  substantiated  by  field  observa¬ 
tions,  we  must  assume  that  large-scale  applications  of  the  more  toxic 
chemicals  at  dosage  rates  of  1  or  2  pounds  per  acre  entail  considerable 
hazard  to  wildlife. 

It  should  be  recognized  that  an  estimate  of  the  hazard  in  relation 
to  any  substance  must  be  based  upon  a  knowledge  of  the  toxicity  of  the 
compound  and  also  on  the  details  of  its  use.  The  fact  that  a  chemical 
is  highly  toxic  does  not  necessarily  mean  that  its  proper  use  will  en¬ 
tail  a  high  degree  of  hazard.  Likewise,  even  though  heavy  mortality 
to  certain  forms  of  wildlife  may  result  from  the  application  of  pesti- 
cidal  materials,  long-term  benefits  derived  from  the  control  of  insect 
pests  with  a  resultant  increase  in  vegetation  and  a  reduction  in  ecto¬ 
parasites  can  prove  to  be  quite  beneficial  to  other  forms  of  wildlife. 
These  and  other  factors  in  the  complex  picture  of  pesticide- wildlife 
relationships  need  a  great  deal  more  study. 

The  Bureau  of  Sport  Fisheries  and  Wildlife  recognizes  pesticides 
as  essential  tools  whereby  man  may  manipulate  the  growth  of  both 
plants  and  animals  to  suit  his  needs.  Intelligent  use  of  these  tools  is 
dependent  upon  adequate  understanding  of  their  immediate  and  long¬ 
term  effects  on  the  plant  and  animal  community.  At  the  present  time 
the  effects  of  many  pesticides  are  not  fully  known  or  understood,  and 
their  large  scale  use  appears  premature. 

There  is  urgent  need  for  intensification  of  research  studies  to  pro¬ 
vide  basic  information  which  can  be  used  as  a  guide  to  the  future 
development  and  application  of  such  pesticides.  To  do  otherwise  may 
waste  or  endanger  important  segments  of  the  Nation’s  invaluable  fish 
and  wildlife  resources. 

That  concludes  my  statement. 

The  Chairman.  Suppose  the  results  of  this  study  were  to  prove 
some  of  the  injurious  effects  of  which  we  have  traces,  how  do  you 
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envision  that  we  could  enforce  this?  I  appreciate  that  would  be  a 
matter  for  further  legislation. 

Mr.  Parker.  I  think  there  may  be  some  legislation  at  the  present 
time.  I  wonder  if  I  could  ask  Dr.  Dewitt,  who  is  our  chemist  on 
tli  is,  who  handles  that  aspect,  to  answer  that  question. 

The  Chairman.  We  will  call  on  Dr.  Dewitt.  I  don’t  want  to  pose 
that  question  now  because  it  is  one  we  will  have  to  meet  later.  I 
imagine  it  is  quite  a  practical  problem. 

Mr.  Parker.  Generally,  I  think  we  would  find  that  there  is  legis¬ 
lation  at  the  present  time  on  it. 

The  Chairman.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Parker. 

Our  next  witness  is  Dr.  James  D.  Dewitt,  chief  chemist,  Bureau 
of  Sports  Fisheries  and  Wildlife,  Department  of  the  Interior. 

We  will  be  glad  to  hear  from  you. 

Do  you  have  a  statement  ? 

STATEMENT  OF  DR.  JAMES  D.  DEWITT.  CHIEF  CHEMIST,  BUREAU 

OF  SPORTS  FISHERIES  AND  WILDLIFE,  DEPARTMENT  OF  THE 

INTERIOR 

Dr.  Dewitt.  No,  sir. 

The  Chairman.  Let  me  ask  you  the  same  question  I  asked  Mr. 
Parker.  What  would  you  suggest  that  we  do  toward  the  enforce¬ 
ment  of  this  bill  ? 

Dr.  Dewitt.  That  is  a  question  we  have  no  answer  for.  Probably 
the  chief  danger  comes  in  the  spraying  operations  which  have  been 
sponsored  by  other  Federal  agencies.  Certainly  operations  by  such 
agencies  would  be  subject  to  control  and  recommendations  which 
might  be  made  for  the  protection  of  wildlife. 

The  Chairman.  We  could,  of  course,  enforce  it  insofar  as  Govern¬ 
ment  participation  is  concerned.  That  won’t  be  very  difficult.  Sup¬ 
pose  we  found  an  insecticide  that  was  bad  for  fish  and  wildlife.  We 
would  merely  say  to  the  Departments  of  Agriculture  and  Interior,  or 
those  handling  Government  lands,  “Don’t  use  it.”  But  what  about  the 
private  use  of  these  chemicals  by  farmers?  How  could  you  enforce 
that?  I  suppose  you  could  prohibit  the  sale  of  certain  formulas  that 
you  have  found  would  be  injurious? 

Dr.  Dewitt.  That  could  be  handled  under  the  Insecticide  Act  of 
1947.  Registration  could  be  denied  as  to  harmful  material. 

The  Chairman.  Is  that  registration  required  in  the  manufacture  ? 

Dr.  Dewitt.  I  believe  both  the  manufacturer  and  distributor  for 
each  formulation. 

The  Chairman.  So  that  if  we  find  something  on  which  there  is  no 
question  about  it  being  very  injurious,  we  would  deny  permits  to  man¬ 
ufacture  ;  is  that  the  way  it  would  work  ? 

Mr.  Dewitt.  That  is  my  understanding. 
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The  Chairman.  Do  you  have  anything  further  to  add,  Dr.  Dewitt? 

Dr.  Dewitt.  No,  sir. 

The  Chairman.  What  about  some  of  these  relatively  inconclusive 
■observations  which  Mr.  Parker  said  they  found?  Where  they  were 
spraying  for  the  fire  ant,  for  instance.  Do  you  have  any  other  reports 
than  those  mentioned  by  Mr.  Parker  ? 

Dr.  Dewitt.  Mr.  Parker  has  summarized  most  of  our  available 
information. 

The  Chairman.  How  do  you  get  these  reports?  Do  you  go  down 
there  yourself  or  do  they  come  to  you  voluntarily  ? 

Dr.  Dewitt.  We  have  some  members  of  our  staff  engaged  in  sur¬ 
vey  work.  We  are  also  dependent  in  large  part  upon  the  cooperation 
of  various  State  agencies  and  other  independent  sources. 

The  Chairman.  But  where  you  know  there  is  a  great  deal  of 
spraying  going  on,  do  you  send  your  people  in  there  to  take  a  look 
.at  the  after  effects  ? 

Dr.  Dewitt.  If  we  have  manpower  available. 

The  Chairman.  I  understand  that.  If  you  have  manpower  avail¬ 
able  do  you  send  them  in  there  ? 

Dr.  Dewitt.  Yes. 

The  Chairman.  I  see  that  there  is  a  bulletin  here  from  the  Sports 
Pishing  Institute,  in  which  they  point  out  a  lot  of  these  things.  Did 
that  information  come  to  you  or  do  they  do  that  privately  ? 

Dr.  Dewitt.  They  have  consulted  us  for  some  information.  They 
have  obtained  it  from  other  sources. 

The  Chairman.  They  have  somewhat  startling  incidents  of  fish 
damage.  Are  you  familiar  with  that,  where  fish  have  been  harmed? 

Dr.  Dewitt.  Only  through  the  reports,  both  this  release  and  the 
original  report. 

The  Chairman.  We  will  put  these  documents  in  the  record. 

(The  bulletin  referred  to  follows :) 

(Sport  Fishing  Institute  Bulletin.  January  1958] 

Super  Insecticides — Space-Age  Pollutants 

A  whole  new  family  of  lethal  insecticide  sprays  (chlorinated  hydrocarbons) 
was  developed  during  and  since  World  War  II.  The  public  is  already  familiar 
with  several.  Perhaps  the  best  known  is  DDT. 

Some  significant  disasters  in  nature  have  followed  widespread  use  of  this 
poison.  An  example  was  the  repeated  devastation  of  salmon  and  salmon  foods 
by  spraying  DDT  (for  spruce  budworm  control)  on  the  Miramiclii  River  drainage 
in  New  Brunswick  in  1954-56.  The  streams  were  used  as  spray  pattern  bound¬ 
aries  and  received  deadly  doses. 

Another  example  was  the  unfortunate  slaughter  in  1955  of  trout  and  trout 
foods  in  the  Yellowstone  National  Park.  By  contrast,  some  applications  of  DDT 
sprays  for  insect  control  elsewhere  have  served  objectives  while  safeguarding 
fish  resources. 
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But  DDT  is  mild  compared  to  dieldrin  or  heptachlor.  These  drastic  poisons 
are  being  spread  in  massive  doses  over  areas  to  exceed  20  million  acres  in  the 
Deep  South.  Purpose  is  to  try  to  eradicate  the  imported  fire  ant. 

Important  as  the  purpose  is,  it  is  not  important  enough  to  risk  destroying 
priceless  fish  and  other  wildlife  in  at  least  five  States.  Apparent  ignorance 
(lack  of  adequate  research)  and  poor  planning  (disregard  for  other  equally  vital 
assets)  seem  responsible. 

Plans  of  the  United  States  Department  of  Agriculture  are  alarming.  They 
call  for  application  of  2  pounds  of  dieldrin  per  acre  of  infested  area  in  Alabama, 
Florida,  Georgia,  Louisiana,  and  Mississippi.  Arkansas,  North  Carolina,  South 
Carolina,  and  perhaps  Tennessee  may  become  involved.  Alarm  arises  because 
dieldrin  is  perhaps  20  times  more  toxic  to  fish  and  wildlife  than  DDT. 

Therefore,  2  pounds  of  dieldrin  per  acre  represents  a  dosage  possibly  equal  to 
40  pounds  per  acre  of  DDT.  Obviously,  there  will  be  vast  destruction  of  fish, 
game,  songbirds,  beneficial  insects,  etc. 

The  catastrophic  effects  on  aquatic  life  of  dieldrin  may  be  appreciated  from 
a  report  in  the  Journal  of  Wildlife  Management  for  January.  It  describes  find¬ 
ings  by  ichthyologist  Robert  W.  Harrington,  Jr.,  and  entomologist  William  L. 
Bidlingmayer,  of  the  Florida  State  Board  of  Health’s  Entomological  Researcli 
Center  (Vero  Beach). 

These  biologists  assessed  the  damage  from  dieldrin  pellets  to  fish  and  inverte¬ 
brates  in  the  ditches  of  salt  marshes  along  the  Indian  River,  St.  Lucie  County, 
on  the  Florida  east  coast. 

For  several  years  Dr.  Harrington  has  been  studying  the  role  of  fishes  in  keep¬ 
ing  down  the  mosquito  population  in  Florida’s  farflung  salt  marshes.  Inciden¬ 
tally,  he  encountered  throughout  the  marshes  numbers  of  tiny  tarpon  (tinier 
than  any  of  previous  record )  feeding  heavily  on  mosquito  larvae. 

Obviously,  if  widespread  destruction  of  baby  tarpon  utilizing  the  salt  marshes 
as  nursery  grounds  should  occur,  it  would  damage  the  Florida  tourist  economy. 
One  possible  further  result  might  be  a  population  explosion  among  the  mosqui¬ 
toes.  Such  an  occurrence  could  make  living  in  some  sections  of  Florida  rather 
uncomfortable  at  the  least. 

Harrington  and  Bidlingmayer  report  that  dieldrin  pellets  were  air  dissemi¬ 
nated  at  the  rate  of  1  pound  per  acre  over  some  2,000  acres  by  county  authorities 
in  May  1955.  Purpose  was  to  kill  sandfly  larvae.  This  is  the  most  extensive 
outdoor  evaluation  known  to  us  of  the  effects  of  dieldrin  on  aquatic  life. 

Altogether,  354,000  linear  feet  (about  67  miles)  of  ditches  traverse  these 
marshes.  Prior  to  treatment  they  were  heavily  populated  with  fish  life.  The 
dieldrin  proved  deadly.  The  biologists  summarized  their  findings  in  part  as 
follows : 

“The  fish  kill  was  substantially  complete.  The  minimum  immediate  overall 
kill  throughout  the  marshes  exclusive  of  the  Indian  River  shoreline  was  20  to 
30  tons  of  fishes,  or  about  1,175,000  fishes,  of  at  least  30  species. 

“Mollusks  seemed  to  be  unharmed  by  dieldrin.  Crustaceans  were  virtually 
exterminated  throughout  the  area.  The  entire  aquatic  crab  population  was 
apparently  destroyed. 

“The  large  game  and  food  fishes  succumbed  the  soonest.  Crabs  set  upon  and 
destroyed  the  moribund  fishes  but  next  day  were  dead  themselves.  After  2 
weeks  no  trace  remained  of  the  litter  of  dead  fishes. 

“The  general  absence  of  dead  and  dying  fishes  and  the  scarcity  of  living  fishes 
in  the  marsh  after  2  weeks  and  later  suggests  that  much  of  the  fish  population 
commuting  between  the  marsh  and  adjacent  inshore  shallows  of  Indian  River 
was  destroyed.” 

Information  available  since  1950  indicates  the  deadliness  of  dieldrin  to  aquatic 
forms.  An  example  is  a  1953  article  by  W.  Math<§s  and  K.  D.  Quaterman  in  the 
American  Journal  of  Tropical  Medicine  and  Hygiene  on  hydrocarbons  as  mos¬ 
quito  larvicides.  MatMs  and  Quaterman  concluded  that  dieldrin  applied  at 
rates  of  one-fourth  to  3  pounds  per  acre  is  “decidedly  harmful  to  fish  and  other 
aquatic  organisms  and  should  never  he  applied  in  the  above  concentrations 
where  these  are  of  importance.”  [Italics  ours.] 

And  runoff  water  from  areas  treated  with  dieldrin  may  be  toxic  many  weeks 
later.  United  States  Public  Health  Service  scientists  C.  M.  Tarzwell  and  C.  Hen¬ 
derson  conducted  toxicity  bioassays  of  such  runoff  waters  in  1956.  They  con¬ 
cluded  that,  “runoff  from  an  area  extensively  treated  with  dieldrin  would 
adversely  affect  fish  life.” 
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Nevertheless,  the  Department  of  Agriculture  is  ready  to  unleash  one  or  more 
of  the  deadliest  insecticides  in  its  arsenal — dieldrin,  heptachlor,  etc. — in  an 
attempt  to  halt  the  march  of  the  fire  ant.  Implications  are  the  more  tragic  in 
the  event,  entirely  possible,  that  the  eradication  method  chosen  should  fail. 

We  wonder,  consequently,  whether  present  plans  are  entirely  responsible  in 
concept?  Doubt  on  the  point  is  increased  because  the  program  has  apparently 
been  developed  without  due  consideration  to  probable  harm  to  fish  and  wildlife 
resources.  The  price  of  past  laxities  in  pest  control  work  apparently  comes 
high. 

But  we  doubt  if  25  million  sportsmen,  especially  the  5  millions  in  the  South 
(about  20  percent  of  the  population)  directly  affected,  will  stand  by  dumbly  like 
stupid  sheep.  The  sporting  public  is  too  well  aware  of  past  examples  of  damage 
to  fish  and  wildlife  resources  from  poor  planning  to  take  current  propaganda  on 
faith. 

A  carefully  formulated  program  would  be  predicated  on  sound,  balanced  bio¬ 
logical  research,  proper  eradication  principles,  and  tight  operational  control. 
Such  a  program  would  safeguard  vital  fish,  game,  songbirds,  and  beneficial 
insects.  It  would  also  find  widespread  support  rather  than  opposition. 

There  must  be  decided  improvement  in  methods.  Ironclad  safeguards  are 
needed  to  prevent  fearsome  pollution  of  water  and  land  habitat  and  to  protect 
sport  fishing  in  particular.  Nationally,  the  sport  fisheries  support  a  $2  billions 
sport  fishing  industry.  Well  over  $500  millions  of  this  are  generated  in  the 
threatened  States. 

Angling  has  an  economic  value  now  being  threatened  on  a  par  with  many  of 
the  agricultural  commodities  that  the  fire  ant  program  seeks,  perhaps  in  vain, 
to  protect.  When  dieldrin  or  any  similar  poison  drifts  or  drains  “by  mistake” 
into  fishing  waters,  we  will  find  that  dead  fish  are  a  very  poor  trade  for  dead 
ants.  (To  say  nothing  of  probable  effects  on  songbirds,  game,  beneficial  insects, 
soil  bacteria,  etc. ) 

For  example,  recreational  fishing  in  Tennessee  generates  $41  millions  in  busi¬ 
ness  annually.  This  is  close  behind  dairying  at  $68  millions  or  tobacco  produc¬ 
tion  at  $63  millions. 

In  Texas,  anglers  spend  $122  millions  out  fishing  each  year.  Alabama  citizens 
spend  $36  million  a  year — well  ahead  of  hogs,  dairy  products,  eggs,  forest 
products,  peanuts,  or  cottonseed.  Annual  purchases  by  anglers  pump  about  $300 
millions  into  Florida’s  economy.  It  would  seem  incredible — except  for  the  con¬ 
trary  evidence — that  such  values  would  be  jeopardized  by  deliberate,  wholesale 
pollution  of  vital  resources  under  the  banner  of  a  great  Federal  agency. 

We  submit  that  a  little  knowledge  is  a  dangerous  thing.  What  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture  does  not  seem  to  know  is  what  may  really  hurt  America. 

If  the  fire  ant  control  project  proceeds  as  planned,  much  of  the  Nation’s  irre- 
plaeable  recreational  fish  and  wildlife  resources  may  be  damaged  beyond  repair. 
Even  worse,  it  might  provide  the  spark  to  ignite  new  and  terrifying  population 
explosions  throughout  the  insect  world. 

This  dire  prediction  was  made  by  three  Harvard  University  biologists.  They 
warned  that  “the  final  results  might  well  be  the  emergence  of  new  insect  pests 
once  they  have  been  freed  from  the  natural  enemies  that  held  them  in  check.” 
These  men  (W.  L.  Brown,  H.  W.  Levi,  and  E.  O.  Wilson)  are  specialists  in 
various  aspects  involved. 

The  key  question  is,  Do  we  have  the  knowledge  to  achieve  effective  control  of 
the  fire  ant,  yet  prevent  wholesale  disturbance  of  nature’s  system  at  the  same 
time?  And  where  is  the  proof  that  fish  and  other  forms  of  wildlife  will  be 
unharmed? 

It  is  high  time,  in  our  opinion,  that  the  Nation’s  25  million  citizen  anglers  and 
the  $2  billion  sports  fishing  industry  should  receive  consideration  in  plans  of  this 
dimension  and  consequence.  Further,  we  suspect  the  day  is  long  gone  when  the 
vast  army  of  voting  outdoor  recreationists  of  all  sorts — at  least  50  million 
strong — will  tolerate  mistreatment  of  living  resources. 

Indeed,  this  entire  problem  of  superpollution  by  space-age  chemicals  and 
radioactive  wastes  needs  to  be  brought  into  proper  focus  very  soon.  Only  a 
broad  scale  biological  research  program  can  meet  the  urgent  needs  of  the  day. 
The  chief  threat  to  survival  of  our  society  lies  within,  not  outside  our  borders. 
The  real  enemy  is  the  fifth  column  of  intellectual  mediocrity. 

We  believe  that  the  key  role  of  the  biological  scientists  must  become  recognized 
and  encouraged  at  the  outset  of  the  space  age.  Otherwise,  our  Nation  may 
become  so  polluted  by  poisonous  compounds  discovered  by  chemical  scientists 
that  whole  regions  may  become  uninhabitable. 
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In  that  event,  there  will  he  little  left  to  protect  with  the  missiles  and  rockets 
being  developed  by  physical  scientists  and  engineers. 

The  Chairman.  I  have  do  further  questions,  Doctor,  unless  you 
have  something  further  to  add. 

We  will  keep  the  record  open  for  any  further  information  you  may 
have. 

I  understand  Mr.  Gutermuth  is  returning  from  the  wildlife  con¬ 
ference  in  St.  Louis,  and  is  not  here.  We  will  leave  the  record  open 
for  his  statement. 

The  next  witness  was  to  be  Mr.  Packard,  but  I  understand  he  is 
unable  to  be  here.  We  will  leave  the  record  open  for  Mr.  Packard’s 
statement. 

(Mr.  Packard’s  statement  is  as  follows :) 

National  Parks  Association, 
Washdnffton,  D.  C.,  March  11, 1938. 

Senator  Warren  G.  Magnuson, 

Chairman,  Committee  on  In  terstate  and  Foreign  Commerce, 

United  States  Senate,  Washington,  D.  C. 

Dear  Senator  Magnuson  :  I  regret  that  the  necessity  of  undertaking  2  weeks 
Naval  Reserve  duty  prevented  my  appearing  before  your  committee  to  testify  in 
support  of  S.  2447  at  the  recent  hearings.  The  National  Parks  Association  is 
strongly  in  favor  of  the  enactment  of  this  legislation.  It  would  be  appreciated 
if  this  letter  could  be  incorporated  into  the  official  record  of  the  hearings. 

S.  2447  would  provide  funds  for  studies  of  the  effects  on  fish  and  wildlife  re¬ 
sources  of  the  present  widespread  use  of  chemical  insecticides  and  pesticides. 
The  dangers  inherent  in  employing  the  powerful  poisons  of  today  without  thor¬ 
ough  knowledge  of  what  the  results  will  be  on  all  forms  of  life,  not  solely  the 
species  under  attack,  are  so  great  as  to  make  such  studies  imperative.  As  guar¬ 
dian  of  the  health  and  welfare  of  the  American  people,  and  as  administrator  of 
large  acreages  of  public  land,  the  Congress  rightly  is  concerning  itself  with  this 
problem.  This  legislation  should  be  enacted  promptly.  Its  only  defect  is 
that  it  provides  far  too  little  money  for  the  purpose.  The  $280,000  recommended 
should  be  multiplied  to  10  times  that  amount  for  immediate  use;  and  even  that 
will  not  be  sufficient  to  provide  all  the  facts  needed. 

There  has  been  done  a  moderate  amount  of  research  on  the  effects  of  DDT 
on  wildlife  and  human  populations,  and  it  has  been  demonstrated  that  great 
care  must  be  taken  to  avoid  concentrations  of  DDT  which  will  prove  lethal  to 
many  fish,  birds,  and  other  animals.  On  one  occasion,  I  picked  up  more  than 
800  dead  and  dying  birds,  ranging  in  size  from  sandpipers  to  egrets,  which  had 
been  subjected  to  DDT  spraying  over  a  lagoon  near  the  naval  ait  station  at 
Corpus  Christi,  and  autopsy  by  the  chief  medical  officer  proved  DDT  to  be  the 
cause  of  their  death.  Others  have  reported  countless  other  similar  instances. 
Yet  DDT  is  but  a  mild  poison  compared  with  the  more  potent  chemicals  now 
being  used  to  destroy  fire  ants  and  other  insects  on  agricultural  and  forest  lands. 
They  are  so  powerful,  in  fact,  that  scientists  are  seriously  alarmed  lest  the  soil 
microbiota — the  tiny  organisms  that  give  life  to  the  soil  and  on  which  all  crop 
production  depends — be  destroyed  with  resultant  sterilization  of  the  soil  itself. 
Should  this  fear  be  justified,  the  use  of  such  chemicals  could  doom  the  very  agri¬ 
cultural  economy  they  are  designed  to  benefit. 

This  is  a  worldwide  problem.  America  has  produced  these  chemicals,  and 
they  are  in  use  throughout  the  world.  As  has  been  true  of  certain  other 
American  contributions  to  world  conditions,  this  one  may  prove  in  the  end  to 
have  been  an  unfortunate  blessing.  The  International  Union  for  the  Conser¬ 
vation  of  Nature  and  Natural  Resources  has  held  several  international  confer¬ 
ences  at  which  scientists  from  more  than  30  nations  have  discussed  this  subject. 
These  outstanding  authorities  have  presented  documentation  about  what  chem¬ 
ical  poisons,  mainly  DDT,  have  done  to  the  wildlife  in  their  own  countries — 
in  France,  in  Canada,  in  the  Belgian  Congo,  and  French  West  Africa,  in  Great 
Britain,  and  in  many  other  lands.  They  are  decidedly  worried. 

Since  the  technique  of  using  chemical  poisons  has  been  a  contribution  of  the 
United  States  to  the  agricultural  and  forest  practices  of  the  world,  it  seems 
proper  that  the  United  States  should  undertake  a  reasonable  measure  of  re- 
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search  to  find. out  what  the  results  have  been  and  will  be.  These  chemicals  are 
already  in  use;  the  places  they  are  being  applied  are  natural  laboratories  in 
which  to  determine  the  essential  facts.  Whenever  a  major  program  is  under¬ 
taken  which  involves  use  of  such  chemicals  on  a  large  area,  part  of  the  funds 
so  expended  should  be  allocated  to  appraising  the  results,  not  only  as  relates  to 
the  target  insect,  but  on  all  other  living  organisms,  including  man,  which  occupy 
the  region.  It  is  not  enough  to  send  a  single  biologist  there  part  of  the  time. 
The  study  should  be  thorough  and  complete,  so  the  end  results  will  have  signifi¬ 
cance.  The  problem  is  too  serious  and  the  danger  too  imminent,  to  permit  of 
delay.  S.  2447  should  be  enacted  now,  before  the  damage  assumes  proportions 
beyond  control. 

Yours  sincerely, 


Feed  M.  Packard, 
Executive  Secretary. 


The  Chairman.  Next  is  Mr.  John  Baker. 


STATEMENT  OF  JOHN  H.  BAKER,  PRESIDENT,  NATIONAL  AUDUBON 
SOCIETY,  NEW  YORK,  N.  Y.,  AS  READ  BY  DR.  HAROLD  PETERS 

Mr.  Peters.  I  am  Mr.  Peters.  I  am  representing  him.  Mr.  Baker 
has  an  appointment  in  California  which  prevents  him  from  being 
here.  I  have  a  statement  which  he  prepared  and  has  submitted  to 
your  committee,  which  I  should  like  to  read  for  the  record. 

The  Chairman.  Please  proceed. 

Mr.  Peters.  This  is  a  statement  as  prepared  by  Mr.  Baker,  presi¬ 
dent  of  the  National  Audubon  Society. 

There  has  been  extensive  development  of  public  opinion  since  S. 
2447  was  introduced  on  July  2,  1957 ;  this  with  relation  to  broadcast¬ 
ing  of  toxic  chemicals  over  massive  areas. 

In  our  opinion,  it  would,  therefore,  seem  desirable  to  rewrite  this 
bill  to  reflect  more  adequately  the  public’s  alarm  and  its  awareness 
of  the  urgency  of  prompt  and  adequate  research  of  broad  scope  on 
this  exceedingly  important  topic. 

Bather  than  suggest  specific  changes  here  and  there,  we  venture 
to  recommend  substituting  the  following : 

A  BILL  To  authorize  and  direct  the  Secretary  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  to 
undertake,  with  the  cooperation  of  the  Secretaries  of  Agriculture  and  Interior,  con¬ 
tinuing  studies  of  the  effects  of  the  broadcasting  or  other  methods  of  distribution  of 
chemical  sprays  and  mists  on  human  beings,  domestic  livestock,  wildlife,  and  organisms 
in  the  soil,  for  the  purpose  of  determining  the  toxic  effects  on  these  resources  of  all 
available  chemicals,  emphasizing  the  cumulative  effects,  otherwise  known  as  chronic 
toxicity 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  of  the  United 
States  of  America  in  Comjress  assembled ,  Tliat  the  Secretary  of  Health,  Edu¬ 
cation,  and  Welfare  is  authorized  and  directed  to  undertake  comprehensive 
continuing  studies  of  the  effects  of  chemical  sprays  and  mists  on  human  beings, 
domestic  livestock,  wildlife,  and  organisms  in  the  soil,  for  the  purpose  of  de¬ 
termining  the  toxic  effects  on  these  resources  of  all  available  chemicals,  with 
emphasis  on  the  cumulative  effects,  otherwise  known  as  chronic  toxicity. 

Sec.  2.  The  sum  of  $25  million  per  annum  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  ap¬ 
propriated  to  carry  out  the  objectives  of  this  act. 

That  is  the  end  of  the  suggested  bill  in  lieu  of  S.  2447. 

I  have  a  comment  here  which  Mr.  Baker  appended  to  his  state¬ 
ment.  Some  of  the  committee  may  be  startled  at  the  suggestion  of 
expenditure  amounting  to  $25  million  per  annum  and  may  not  be 
aware  of  the  fact  that  the  Advisory  Committee  on  Fish  and  Wild¬ 
life  to  the  Department  of  the  Interior  unanimously  recommended, 
last  November  15,  that  the  Department  of  the  Interior  set  up  a  special 
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research  program  of  this  character  requiring  an  annual  budget  of  $25 
million  and  that  it  carry  out  the  work  speedily  and  adequately.  The 
rapid  growth  of  use  of  control  chemicals  is  testified  to  by  the  fact  that 
recent  sales  by  the  industry  producing  and  selling  them  have  been 
at  a  rate  in  excess  of  $250  million  per  annum. 

We  would  recommend  against  lodging  primary  research  responsi¬ 
bility  in  any  Government  agency  engaged  in  using  chemical  controls. 
The  use  of  toxic  chemicals  for  the  purpose  of  protecting  agricultural 
and  forest  crops  has  now  skyrocketed  to  the  point  where  cumulative 
secondary  poisoning  of  human  beings,  let  alone  domestic  livestock, 
wildlife  and  organisms  in  the  soil,  may  become  catastrophic.  The 
American  public  is  fast  becoming  aware  of  the  threat  to  its  well¬ 
being  through  the  broadcasting  of  such  chemicals  and  will,  in  our 
opinion,  strongly  support  an  adequate  research  program  promptly 
set  up  and  adequately  financed. 

That  is  the  end  of  Mr.  Baker’s  statement.  If  you  would  permit,  I 
would  like  to  interject  a  few  words. 

The  Chairman.  Do  you  know  why  he  selected  the  Department  of 
Health,  Education  and  Welfare? 

Mr.  Peters.  Because  of  the  tremendous  possible  cumulative  effect 
of  these  chemicals  on  human  beings  from  the  fact  that  the  chemicals 
are  going  in  the  soil. 

The  Chairman.  I  think  he  is  a  little  unfamiliar  with  this.  I  can 
understand  why  the  words  “health  and  welfare”  might  throw  a  man 
off  a  little  bit.  After  all,  they  are  primarily  a  financial  institution 
down  there,  giving  grants  in  aid  to  different  aspects  of  the  welfare 
program.  Of  course  they  do  get  involved  in  the  Government’s  par¬ 
ticipation  in  health  in  a  small  way.  Thinking  out  loud,  I  think  this 
research  might  be  a  job  for  the  National  Science  Foundation  with  a 
big  program,  where  they  could  gather  together  all  the  people  such 
as  Dr.  Dewitt  and  outsiders  and  State  people,  and  look  at  the  whole 
broad  picture  of  what  is  happening  to  us  on  this  matter.  That  is  a 
matter  of  detail. 

Mr.  Peters.  We  are  particularly  aware  of  the  work  that  the  Public 
Health  Service,  the  communicable  diseases  people,  have  done  in  work¬ 
ing  on  the  effects  of  these  chemicals  on  humans,  and  of  course  on 
laboratory  animals  also.  I  think  that  is  the  reason  that  Mr.  Baker 
suggested  that,  thinking  that  the  Public  Health  Service  should  benefit 
by  moneys  which  may  be  appropriated  in  following  this  bill. 

The  Chairman.  Let  me  ask  Dr.  Dewitt  a  question.  You  people 
always  mention  dust  or  solids  or  liquids.  Is  there  any  gas  ever  used 
in  this  field  ? 

Dr.  Dewitt.  Not  in  the  usual  form  for  insects  or  plant  control. 

The  Chairman.  It  is  usually  a  dust  or  a  liquid  ? 

Dr.  Dewitt.  Right. 

The  Chairman.  Go  ahead,  Mr.  Peters. 

Mr.  Peters.  It  is  frequently  in  granular  form  like  they  are  using 
in  the  southern  fire  ant  control  right  now.  The  Audubon  Society 
takes  this  tack :  We  realize  that  these  pests  have  to  be  controlled,  but 
we  are  in  favor  of  direct  treatment  on  infested  or  infected  areas, 
rather  than  broadcast  treatment  of  partially  infested  areas  and  par¬ 
tially  uninfested  areas.  We  know  that  these  chemicals  are  very  costly 
to  everybody  if  they  are  mishandled,  and  we  believe  it  would  be  far 
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better  to  limit  the  application  to  only  the  infested  areas,  the  known 
areas  of  infestation,  rather  than  broadcast  them  from  a  fast-flying 
airplane. 

The  Chairman.  Most  farmers  or  orchardists — I  am  more  familiar 
with  the  orchardists,  probably — never  spray  infected  areas,  they 
have  preventive  spraying.  It  would  be  somewhat  difficult,  I  suppose, 
if  a  man  had  X  number  of  acres  of  land,  to  tell  him  what  he  could  do. 

As  Dr.  Dewitt  points  out,  you  might  be  able  to  prevent  him  getting 
ahold  of  something  that  would  be  injurious,  definitely  injurious,  but 
if  it  was  available  to  him  legally  I  suppose  you  would  have  quite  a 
difficult  problem. 

Mr.  Peters.  I  think  you  have  a  definite  problem  there  in  the  or¬ 
chards. 

The  Chairman.  His  neighbors  might  have  a  suit  against  him  for 
something  injurious,  but  on  his  own  land  I  don't  know  bow  you  could 
legally  stop  him. 

Mr.  Peters.  In  some  of  these  control  campaigns  they  spray  prop¬ 
erty  without  the  consent  and  against  the  wishes  of  the  landowners. 

The  Chairman.  Where  Government  lands  would  be  involved  there 
would  be  no  problem.  You  could  have  direct  control  of  that  project. 

Mr.  Peters.  One  of  the  important  control  projects  under  way  right 
now  is  in  the  Southeastern  States  on  the  fire  ant.  I  was  down  there 
to  see  how  it  is  getting  along.  It  is  well  under  way  by  aerial  spray¬ 
ing.  There  they  spray  different  types  of  infestation.  They  also 
spray  some  lands  which  are  not  infested.  There  again  is  where  Ave 
recommend  that  only  the  infested  and  local  areas  should  be  done  by 
ground  treatment  rather  than  broadcasting  by  airplane. 

The  Chairman.  But  what  if  a  man  doesn't  spray  and  finds  that 
the  fire  ant  shows  up  and  he  is  infested.  It  is  too  late  for  him. 

Mr.  Peters.  He  can  then  treat  them. 

The  Chairman.  It  does  pose  some  problems. 

Mr.  Peters.  Yes,  sir ;  it  really  does. 

The  Chairman.  If  Ave  had  a  good  study  of  this  Ave  could  set  out 
certain  things  that  Ave  absolutely  knoAv  are  injurious,  and  then  get  at 
the  source  of  manufacture  so  that  they  wouldn’t  be  available  to  peo¬ 
ple  indiscriminately,  under  the  1917  act  that  Dr.  DeAvitt.  mentioned. 

Mr.  Peters.  Deplore  the  fact  that  this  big  control  campaign  is 
under  way  without  necessary  basic  research  Avhich  would  better  indi¬ 
cate  the  best  way  of  controlling  the  insect  Avhile  protecting  other 
beneficial  insects. 

The  Chairman.  Suppose  you  found  a  formula  of  some  kind  that 
is  being  used,  and  you  just  directly  fed  it  to  Avildlife,  fish,  pheasants, 
or  woodcocks  in  say  minute  amounts  that  might  be  sprayed,  and  you 
found  it  was  injurious  to  them.  Wouldn't  you  know  definitely  if  that 
was  sprayed  on  an  area  that  it  would  be  harmful  to  Avildlife,  without 
going  down  to  the  area  ?  You  wouldn’t  even  haAre  to  go  to  the  area  ? 

Mr.  Peters.  That  has  been  done  under  Dr.  Dewitt’s  direction  at 
Patuxent  Refuge,  so  he  knows  quite  a  lot  about  that. 

The  Chairman.  I  suppose  you  could  even  do  it  under  the  broad 
purposes  of  the  Food  and  Drug  Act  if  you  wanted  to. 

Thank  you.  Now  we  Avill  hear  Charles  E.  Jackson,  general  man¬ 
ager,  National  Fisheries  Institute,  Inc.,  Washington,  D.  C. 
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STATEMENT  OF  CHARLES  E.  JACKSON,  GENERAL  MANAGER, 
NATIONAL  FISHERIES  INSTITUTE,  INC. 

Mr.  Jackson.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  a  very  brief  statement. 

My  name  is  Charles  E.  Jackson.  I  am  general  manager  of  the  Na¬ 
tional  Fisheries  Institute,  Inc.,  Washington,  D.  C.,  a  trade  organiza¬ 
tion  composed  of  approximately  500  firms  located  throughout  the 
United  States  and  Alaska.  Our  membership  encompasses  producers, 
boatowners,  processors,  canners,  freezers,  smokers,  wholesalers,  and 
brokers  of  fish  and  shellfish,  including  producers,  processors,  and  dis¬ 
tributors  of  fishery  byproducts  used  principally  for  feeding  poultry 
and  livestock. 

The  subject  matter  of  this  legislation  wa  considered  at  our  annual 
convention  held  in  Chicago,  Ill.,  April  28  to  May  1,  1957,  and  at  that 
time  our  board  of  directors  unanimously  went  on  record  in  support  of 
legislation  as  embodies  in  S.  2447. 

All  segments  of  the  fish  and  shellfish  industry  are  becoming  alarmed 
over  the  ever-increasing  indications  from  Federal,  State,  and  private 
research  sources  that  many  insecticides,  herbicides,  and  fungicides 
now  in  use  are  destroying  our  fish  and  shellfish  resources.  It  is  essen¬ 
tial  that  adequate  basic  data  become  available  promptly  to  the  end 
that  necessary  controls  can  be  put  into  force  to  prevent  this  useless 
destruction  of  vital  natural  resources  urgently  needed  by  mankind. 
The  use  of  chemicals  in  spraying  forests,  crops,  and  marshes  for  con¬ 
trol  of  insects  has  now  become  so  widespread  that  the  Nation  faces 
losses  of  protein  food  that  it  can  ill  afford. 

We  regard  this  legislation  as  an  emergency  measure  and  sincerely 
hope  Congress  will  adopt  this  legislation  promptly  and  follow  with 
adequate  appropriations  to  get  the  work  underway. 

The  Chairman.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Jackson.  I  am  familiar  with  the 
discussions  that  you  people  had  on  that.  This  would  apply  to  fish  in 
particular. 

I  don’t  think  we  have  any  data  on  runoffs  from  areas  that  might  be 
sprayed. 

Mr.  Jackson.  We  don’t  have  a  great  deal  of  information,  and  we 
need  it,  particularly  on  shrimp  and  shellfish.  We  have  reports  that 
it  is  injurious.  In  the  menhaden  industry,  which  accounts  for  almost 
half  the  total  production  of  fish,  they  are  very  much  concerned  over 
proposed  projects  in  Louisiana.  There  is  a  lot  of  evidence  it  will 
destroy  menhaden  spawning  areas,  and  it  is  true  of  other  food  fishes. 

The  Chairman.  Is  there  some  quite  conclusive  data  on  the  effect 
of  any  of  these  things  on  shellfish  ? 

Mr.  Jackson.  Yes,  but  we  need  more.  We  need  to  remedy  the 
situation. 

The  Chairman.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Jackson. 

Mr.  Zahniser,  executive  secretary  and  editor,  The  Wilderness 
Society. 

Mr.  Callison.  He  is  not  here.  He  has  been  ill,  Mr.  Chairman,  but 
he  will  have  a  statment,  I  am  sure. 

The  Chairman.  We  will  have  him  put  that  in  the  record. 

Next  is  Mr.  H.  S.  Mosebrook,  American  Pulpwood  Association, 
New  York  City. 
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STATEMENT  OF  H.  S.  MOSEBROOK,  AMERICAN  PULPWOOD 
ASSOCIATION,  NEW  YORK  CITY 

Mr.  Mosebrook.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  Harry  S.  Mosebrook,  forester 
for  the  American  Pulpwood  Association. 

We  appreciate  this  opportunity  to  testify  before  your  subcommittee 
representing  the  pulpwood,  pulp,  paper,  and  paperboard  industries 
as  a  whole.  This  association,  I  would  like  to  say,  is  composed  of 
pulpwood  producers,  dealers,  and  consumers  of  pulpwood  and  others 
directly  or  indirectly  concerned  with  the  growing  and  harvesting  of 
pulpwood,  the  principal  raw  material  used  in  the  manufacture  of  paper 
and  paper  products.  The  headquarters  of  the  association  is  at  220  East 
42d  Street,  New  York  City. 

The  pulpwood  industry  is  testifying  before  your  subcommittee  in 
support  of  S.  2447  but  offering  amendments  intended  to  broaden  the 
scope  of  the  study  of  the  effects  of  insecticides,  herbicides,  and  fungi¬ 
cides  to  include  its  effects  upon  human  beings,  domestic  animals,  a 
general  study  of  the  effectiveness  of  control  measures  in  pest  control, 
and  the  economic  factors  involved  in  pest-control  programs. 

The  Chairman.  Before  you  go  any  further,  Mr.  Mosebrook,  I  would 
like  to  ask,  generally :  Mr.  Jackson  mentioned  a  little  bit  of  the 
emergency  nature  of  this  because  of  the  great  growth  of  the  use  of 
these  products.  The  bill,  as  I  introduced  it,  and  as  Congressman 
Metcalf  introduced  it,  apparently  inadvertently  left  out  any  time  ele¬ 
ment  involved  here.  I  wonder  if  the  bill  wouldn’t  be  stronger  if  we 
said  that  the  Department  shall  make  its  report  to  Congress  within  X 
number  of  months,  so  that  we  can  get  at  it.  Otherwise,  knowing  de¬ 
partments  as  I  do,  this  might  drag  on  for  a  long,  long  time.  I  throw 
that  suggestion  out.  I  think  I  will  prepare  some  language  to  that 
effect. 

Go  ahead. 

Mr.  Mosebrook.  While  we  endorse  the  principles  of  S.  2447,  we 
would  like  to  recommend  specifically  that  the  bill  be  amended  in  sub¬ 
stance  as  follows:  First,  we  would  like  to  see  the  study  of  the  effect 
of  insecticides,  herbicides,  and  fungicides  upon  humans  and  domestic 
animals  as  well  as  fish  and  wildlife. 

We  would  also  like  to  see  studies  of  the  effectiveness  of  the  applica¬ 
tion  of  insecticides,  herbicides,  and  fungicides  in  forest  and  agricul¬ 
tural  pest  control;  also  a  study  of  the  economic  factors  involved  in 
pest  control  programs. 

And  because  of  the  recommendations  that  we  are  making  to  broaden 
the  scope  of  this  study,  we  believe  that  the  study  of  it  should  be  a  joint 
responsibility  of  the  Secretaries  of  Interior  and  Agriculture. 

The  Chairman.  That  is  what  I  suggested  here  to  the  first  witness. 
I  think  the  bill  is  broad  enough  if  the  report  would  direct  these  studies, 
which  we  often  do.  We  put  in  the  report  a  directive  as  to  what  the  bill 
should  cover,  showing  the  intent  of  Congress.  It  will  probably  cover 
all  the  suggestions  you  made.  I  think  there  is  no  question  about  it 
that  we  should.  This  is  a  big,  broad  thing. 

Mr.  Mosebrook.  It  is  a  tremendously  broad  problem  as  far  as  our 
industry  is  concerned,  Mr.  Chairman. 
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The  pulpwood,  pulp,  paper,  and  paperboard  industries  depend  upon 
wood  as  their  principal  raw  material.  Hence  our  industry  is  con¬ 
cerned  with  forestry  measures  and  effective  utilization  of  forest  land 
which  will  supply  all  of  the  anticipated  future  demands  for  this 
commodity.  A  Department  of  Commerce  study  predicts  that  con¬ 
sumption  of  pulpwood  will  increase  another  47  percent  from  1956 
to  1965,  and  the  same  study  recommends  that  present  trends  in  forestry 
and  more  effective  use  of  all  commercial  forest  lands  Avill  be  necessary 
to  meet  anticipated  future  demands.  The  pulpwood  industry  is  con¬ 
cerned  that  effective  control  programs  be  continued  to  control  forest 
pests  for  we  are  keenly  aware,  as  we  recognize  the  need  for  the  study, 
of  the  toll  which  insects  and  diseases  take  from  our  forests  each  year. 

The  Timber  Resource  Review  Report  of  the  United  States  Forest 
Service  in  its  preliminary  report  states  that  insects  were  responsible 
for  40  percent  of  all  the  mortality  of  sawtimber  in  1952  and  28  per¬ 
cent  of  the  mortality  of  growing  stock.  There  are  many  different 
kinds  of  insects  which  are  important  destroyers  of  wood,  but  bark 
beetles  alone  are  the  most  important  group  and  are  responsible  for  90 
percent  of  insect-caused  mortality.  Diseases  outrank  all  other 
causative  agents  in  their  total  adverse  effects  on  forest  productivity, 
and  account  for  45  percent  of  the  growth  impact  caused  by  all 
destructive  agents. 

There  can  be  little  doubt  that  pesticide  programs  are  of  great 
economic  importance  to  the  forest  industries  and  to  the  Nation.  In 
1956  alone,  over  3.4  million  acres  of  forests  were  sprayed,  and  a  recent 
survey  indicates  that  the  forest  industries  are  spending  over  a  million 
and  a  half  dollars  each  year  on  insect  and  disease  control  programs, 
in  addition  to  that  spent  by  State  and  Federal  control  agencies  as  part 
of  a  cooperative  program.  The  economic  importance  of  these  forest 
areas  is  unquestioned,  and  likewise  the  continuation  of  inset  and  other 
pesticide  control  programs. 

The  Chairman.  In  some  cases — I  know  in  our  section  of  the  country 
where  we  have  private  lands,  State  lands,  and  Federal  lands  all  mixed 
up — there  is  a  cooperative  program  of  spraying  in  which  the  cost  is 
pro  rated,  involving  sometimes  thousands  of  acres. 

Mr.  Mosebrook.  That  is  provided  for  by  the  Forest  Pest  Control 
Act  of  1947. 

The  Chairman.  There  you  could  have  some  control  because  you  are 
all  under  one  group. 

Mr.  Mosebrook.  Yes,  sir.  We  believe  that  effective  safeguards 
should  be  applied  to  the  spraying  programs. 

The  Chairman.  If  something  was  wrong  we  could  effectively  cor¬ 
rect  it. 

Mr.  Mosebrook.  At  the  same  time  we  think  the  control  programs 
themselves  should  not  be  abruptly  discontinued. 

The  adoption  of  the  Forest  Pest  Control  Act  on  June  25,  1947 
marked  the  beginning  of  a  new  day  in  the  prevention  of  extensive 
losses  caused  by  forest  pests.  This  act  has  provided  for  the  planning, 
surveying  and  prompt  control  work  which  has  gradually  been  im¬ 
proving  our  knowledge  of  forest  pests  so  as  to  prevent  future  catas¬ 
trophic  outbreaks.  It  is  of  vital  importance  that  this  work  go  for¬ 
ward.  At  the  same  time,  we  believe  that  S.  2447  will  provide  some 
of  the  long-term  research  which  will  give  us  solid  answers  to  some 
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of  the  perplexing  problems  involved  in  the  use  of  insecticides,  which 
have  been  pointed  out  here  this  morning. 

In  recommending  that  S.  2447  be  amended  in  substance,  we  do  not 
wish  to  detract  from  the  study  of  the  effects  of  insecticides,  herbicides, 
and  fungicides  upon  fish  and  wildlife,  inasmuch  as  we  recognize  the 
basic  importance  of  these  resources,  but  at  the  same  time  we  think  it 
equally  important  to  determine  their  effects  upon  humans  and  domestic 
animals.  It  is  important  to  broaden  the  study  to  determine  the  effects 
upon  humans  and  domestic  animals.  If  the  study  is  to  be  broadened 
it  should  involve  both  the  Departments  of  the  Interior  and  Agricul¬ 
ture,  inasmuch  as  the  Department  of  the  Interior  includes  the  Fish 
and  Wildlife  Service,  while  the  Agriculture  Department  includes  the 
Agricultural  Research  Service  with  jurisdiction  over  plant  quarantine 
and  plant  pest  research,  and  the  Forest  Service,  with  jurisdiction  over 
forest  pest  control  and  research  programs.  A  joint  study  by  these 
two  departments  would  provide  the  broad  type  of  research  of  the 
effects  of  insecticides  and  pest  control  programs  which  we  are  asking 
this  subcommittee  to  consider  favorably. 

The  pulpwood  industry  respectfully  urges  this  subcommittee  to 
report  S.  2447  favorably,  amended  in  substance  as  herewith  recom¬ 
mended. 

The  Chairman.  In  effect  your  group  feels  that  this  study  would 
be  a  very  valuable  thing  to  the  forests  of  the  country,  and  that  it 
should  be  broad  enough  to  cover  the  overall  effects,  not  only  fish  and 
wildlife  but  domestic  animals  and  other  ? 

Mr.  Mosebrook.  Yes,  sir. 

The  Chairman.  We  hesitate  to  go  into  the  problem  of  pollution  here 
with  you  at  this  hearing  as  that  would  cause  us  to  be  here  all  day. 

Thank  you. 

Mr.  Mosebrook.  Thank  you  very  much. 

The  Chairman.  Mr.  Callison  ? 

STATEMENT  OF  CHARLES  H.  CALLISON,  CONSERVATION  DIRECTOR, 
NATIONAL  WILDLIFE  FEDERATION,  WASHINGTON,  D.  C. 

Mr.  Callison.  Mr.  Chairman,  my  name  is  Charles  H.  Callison.  I 
am  conservation  director  of  the  National  Wildlife  Federation,  which 
is  an  organization  composed  of  State  wildlife  federations  and  State 
sportsmens  leagues  and  councils,  including  in  your  own  State  the 
Washington  State  Sportsmen’s  Council. 

We  have  just  concluded  our  22d  annual  convention  in  St.  Louis,  Mo. 
I  have  a  brand-new  resolution  adopted  out  there,  supporting  the 
objectives  and  principles  of  S.  2447  which  I  should  like  to  put  into  the 
record  and  comment  on. 

The  Chairman.  We  will  put  that  in  the  record  in  full. 

(The  resolution  follows :) 

National  Wildlife  Federation,  22d  Meeting,  St.  Louis,  Mo.,  February  28, 

March  1  and  2, 1958 

resolution  no.  8 — research  on  chemical  pesticides 

Whereas  chemical  insecticides,  herbicides,  and  fungicides  are  being  widely 
used  in  increasing  quantities  by  the  United  States  Department  of  Agriculture 
and  other  agencies  upon  public  and  private  lands  and  waters  in  the  United 
States ; 
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Whereas  some  chemical  pesticides  are  known  to  have  harmful  side  effects  upon 
plants  and  animals  other  than  those  for  which  control  is  desired,  but  little  is 
known  about  the  immediate  and  cumulative  effects  upon  other  species  and  ui>on 
the  ecology  of  an  area  ;  and 

Whereas  an  emergency  is  known  to  exist,  therefore  be  it 

Resolved,  The  National  Wildlife  Federation  urges  the  Congress  of  the  United 
States  to  enact  authorizing  legislation  and  provide  the  necessary  appropriations 
for  and  the  executive  agencies  to  undertake  adequate  and  realistic  research 
programs  to  determine  the  effects  of  such  chemicals  and  safe  rates  and  methods 
of  application,  and  recommends  that  no  large-scale  eradication  program  be 
initiated  by  any  Federal  agency  prior  to  the  completion  of  such  research  program  ; 
and  be  it  further 

Resolved,  The  Federation  specifically  endorses  the  principles  of  H.  R.  783  and 
S.  2447  as  pending  in  the  85th  Congress,  but  recommends  the  authorizations 
proposed  in  these  bills  be  sufficiently  increased  to  provide  an  adequate  program 
of  research  into  the  effects  of  chemical  pesticides  upon  fish  and  wildlife  resources. 

Mr.  Callison.  It  was  adopted  unanimously  by  the  delegates.  Turn¬ 
ing  to  your  own  Washington  State  Sportsmen’s  Council,  you  will  be 
pleased  to  learn,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  the  annual  plaque  awarded  by 
the  National  Wildlife  Federation  to  the  State  organization  adjudged 
to  have  rendered  the  most  distinguished  service  in  conservation  dur¬ 
ing  the  preceding  year  went  this  year  to  the  Washington  State  Sports¬ 
men’s  Council. 

Mr.  Wynn  Dickerman,  president  of  the  council,  received  that  award 
in  St.  Louis.  Two  years  ago  he  won  it,  also.  You  have  a  good  organi¬ 
zation  out  there. 

The  Chairman.  We  are  on  our  toes  out  there.  I  am  very  proud  of 
our  Washington  State  Sportsmen’s  Council. 

Mr.  Callison.  I  will  be  very  brief. 

Our  organization  is  greatly  concerned  about  the  effects,  the  imme¬ 
diate  and  long-range  cumulative  effects  of  the  many  different  chemi¬ 
cal  pesticides  that  are  in  use.  We  think  we  need  a  great  deal  of 
research  just  as  quickly  as  we  can  get  it  to  determine  what  those 
effects  will  be,  and  to  determine  safe  methods  of  application.  We  are 
not  proposing  that  important  pest-control  programs  be  eliminated, 
but  we  think  with  adequate  research  many  of  them  could  be  even 
more  effective  while  minimizing  damages  to  fish  and  wildlife  resources 
and  other  natural  resources. 

We  should  like  to  indorse  the  suggestion  made  by  Mr.  Mosebrook 
and  others  here  that  this  program  should  be  broadened  to  include 
work  done  under  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture.  We  think  that  is 
entirely  in  order.  Certain  areas  of  impact  or  effect  of  the  use  of 
chemical  pesticides  properly  come  under  the  work  done  by  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Research  Service. 

In  a  recent  conference  that  some  of  us  had  representing  national 
conservation  organizations  with  Assistant  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
Peterson,  we  raised  that  question  and  made  the  recommendation  that 
their  own  research  in  this  field  should  be  greatly  expanded. 

They  are  presently  engaged  in  the  fire  ant  control  that  was  author¬ 
ized  by  Congress  in  the  last  session  and  for  which  Congress  made  an 
appropriation.  That  is  becoming  controversial  because  no  one  knows 
for  certain,  as  Mr.  Peters  pointed  out,  and  one  of  the  previous  wit¬ 
nesses  representing  the  Audubon  Society,  no  one  knows  very  much 
about  the  particular  chemicals  being  used  in  that  control  program. 
They  don’t  know  how  long  they  will  remain  in  suspension  in  the  soil, 
what  the  long-range  effects  of  those  chemicals  in  the  soil  may  be  upon 
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many  other  different  organisms,  including  the  microorganisms  of  the 
soil  which  have  a  great  deal  to  do  with  the  productivity  and  health 
of  the  soil  through  the  years.  We  may  find  out  things,  through  an 
adequate  research  program,  things  about  the  chemicals  which  are  im¬ 
portant.  to  the  whole  field  of  agriculture  as  well  as  conservation. 

Should  you  amend  the  bill  to  broaden  the  research  to  include  the 
work  done  under  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  as  well  as  under  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior,  in  a  cooperative  way,  we  think  the  authori¬ 
zation  should  be  considerably  increased. 

We  regard  the  proposal  of  $280,000  for  a  study  of  the  fish  and  wild¬ 
life  aspects  as  minimal.  We  should  like  to  see  that  doubled,  perhaps. 
That  probably  will  be  more  realistic,  just  for  that,  phase  of  it. 

The  Chairman.  Both  departments  will  have  the  prime  responsi¬ 
bility  to  put  in  their  budget  the  amount  of  money  they  will  need  to 
do  this  job.  If  that  is  done,  I  think  Congress — speaking  only  for 
myself — would  be  sympathetic.  If  they  don’t  put  it  in  their  budget, 
then  that  poses  another  difficult  problem. 

I  don’t  know  how  we  picked  the  $280,000  particularly,  but  that  was 
a  minimum  program.  Of  course  actually  both  departments  can  put  it 
in  their  budgets  right  now  if  they  want  to. 

Mr.  Callison.  We  understand  that  is  correct. 

The  Chairman.  You  don’t  need  this  bill. 

Mr.  Callison.  This  is  congressional  encouragement,  I  might  say. 

The  Chairman.  They  don’t  need  this  bill.  They  can  go  right  ahead 
and  ask  Congress  for  it. 

Mr.  Callison.  We  believe  it  is  important  as  congressional  en¬ 
couragement  and  in  a  sense  a  congressional  directive  to  the  Bureau  of 
the  Budget  and  to  the  departments  to  get  something  started  in  this 
important  area. 

I  will  read  the  last  of  the  resolution,  if  I  may. 

The  Chairman.  Yes. 

Mr.  Callison  (reading)  : 

The  federation  specifically  endorses  the  principles  of  H.  R.  783  and  S.  2447 
as  pending  in  the  85th  Congress,  but  recommends  the  authorization  proposed 
in  these  bills  be  sufficiently  increased  to  provide  an  adequate  program  of  research 
into  the  effects  of  chemical  pesticides  upon  fish  and  wildlife  resources. 

In  other  words,  we  think  the  $280,000  isn’t  enough.  I  think  this 
legislation  was  introduced  by  Mr.  Metcalf  last  year,  and  you  intro¬ 
duced  it  too,  in  the  last  session.  I  think  the  importance  of  this  problem 
and  the  magnitude  of  it  is  just  now  breaking  into  the  consciousness 
of  all  of  us,  including  the  Federal  agencies  involved. 

The  Chairman.  And  you  also  believe  that  they  should  go  into  this 
question  of  the  effect  on  human  beings  ? 

Mr.  Callison.  I  think  that  is  extremely  basic. 

The  Chairman.  We  should  know  what  combination  of  chemicals 
could  be  disastrous. 

Mr.  Callison.  Mr.  Chairman,  that  concludes  my  statement,  unless 
there  are  questions. 

The  Chairman.  We  will  leave  the  record  open  for  these  other  people 
whom  you  answered  the  roll  for  today. 

Mr.  Pomeroy,  I  understand  you  have  a  very  short  statement  on  the 
insecticide  bill.  Mr.  Kenneth  Pomeroy  represents  the  American 
Forestry  Association. 
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STATEMENT  OP  KENNETH  POMEROY,  ON  BEHALP  OP  THE 
AMERICAN  FORESTRY  ASSOCIATION 

Mr.  Pomeroy.  Mr.  Chairman,  we  appreciate  this  opportunity  to  ap¬ 
pear  before  you. 

I  am  Kenneth  Pomeroy,  representing  the  American  Forestry  Asso¬ 
ciation.  This  is  an  organization  of  private  citizens  all  interested  in 
the  protection  and  wise  use  of  the  forests. 

The  American  Forestry  Association  is  strongly  in  favor  of  the 
proposal  in  S.  2447  to  intensify  studies  of  the  effects  of  insecticides, 
herbicides,  and  fungicides. 

In  addition,  we  urge  that  the  scope  of  this  research  be  broadened 
to  include  the  entire  field  of  insects  and  diseases  control,  and  to  em¬ 
brace  all  agencies  with  a  responsibility  for  any  phase  of  this  vital 
work.  The  entire  subject  is  one  of  grave  importance.  Its  urgency 
cannot  be  minimized.  Not  only  is  it  necessary  to  determine  the  effect 
of  various  chemicals  upon  fish  and  wildlife,  but  it  is  necessary  to  con¬ 
trol  destructive  insects  and  diseases.  Otherwise  the  forests  that  pro¬ 
vide  a  haven  for  wildlife,  as  well  as  protection  for  the  headwaters  of 
streams,  will  in  themselves  be  destroyed. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

The  Chairman.  Mr.  Pomeroy,  your  position  is  somewhat  similar 
to  Mr.  Mosebrook’s,  that  it  should  be  a  broad  study. 

Mr.  Pomeroy.  Quite  similar. 

The  Chairman.  I  hope  no  one  will  get  the  impression  that  the  objec¬ 
tive  of  this  bill  is  to  prevent  something  from  being  done,  because  we 
might,  with  the  right  kind  of  research,  find  that  we  can  be  even  more 
effective  with  controls. 

Mr.  Pomeroy.  That  is  our  purpose. 

The  Chairman.  Pest  controls. 

Mr.  Pomeroy.  That  is  our  purpose.  We  feel  that  the  facilities  in 
the  Aricultural  Research  Service,  Forest  Service,  in  universities,  and 
in  other  agencies,  should  all  be  brought  to  bear. 

The  Chairman.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Pomeroy. 

Have  I  missed  anyone  on  S.  2447? 

(No  response.) 

(Thereupon,  the  subcommittee  proceeded  to  the  consideration  of 
other  business.) 

(The  following  material  was  received  for  the  record:) 

The  Izaak  Walton  League  of  America,  Inc., 

Washington,  D.  C.,  March  6, 1958. 

Hon.  Warren  G.  Magnuson, 

Chairman,  Subcommittee  on  Merchant  Marine  and  Fisheries, 

Committee  on  Interstate  and  Foreign  Commerce, 

United  States  Senate,  Washington,  D.  C. 

Dear  Senator  Magnuson  :  The  Izaak  Walton  League  of  America  is  a  national 
membership  organization  dedicated  to  the  conservation  and  wise  use  of  America’s 
soil,  woods,  waters,  and  wildlife.  It  has  a  deep  interest  in  several  important 
pieces  of  legislation  now  before  your  subcommittee,  and  appreciates  the  oppor¬ 
tunity  to  offer  brief  comments  concerning  them. 

S. 2447 

This  bill  would  authorize  and  direct  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  to  undertake 
continuing  studies  of  the  effects  of  pesticides  upon  fish  and  wildlife  for  the 
purpose  of  preventing  losses  of  these  resources  following  spraying,  and  to  seek 
basic  data  on  chemical  controls  leading  to  their  use  with  minimum  detriment  to 
fish  and  wildlife. 
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There  has  been  very  rapid  development  of  new  lethal  chemical  sprays  during 
and  since  World  War  II.  This  has  been  matched  by  a  vast  increase  in  their 
use  to  control  a  wide  variety  of  pests,  with  increasing  millions  of  acres  being 
sprayed  each  year.  This  is  witnessed  by  the  size  of  the  chemical  spray  industry 
with  an  annual  production  of  $500  million  currently  and  an  estimated  growth  to 
$2  billion  by  1975. 

This  development,  however,  has  in  no  way  been  matched  by  research  to  deter¬ 
mine  the  collateral  effects  of  widespread  spraying  on  fish  and  wildlife.  There 
have  been  severe  and  spectacular  instances  of  fish  and  wildlife  kills  resulting 
from  spraying.  Such  dramatic  incidents  draw  immediate  attention  and  quick 
effort  to  prevent  reoccurrence.  Perhaps  of  far  more  importance  in  the  long 
run  will  be  cumulative  effects  in  a  wildlife  species,  deterioration  of  reproductive 
vigor,  or  in  ability  to  withstand  predation  and  other  natural  controls. 

Answers  to  such  questions  will  be  found  only  after  patient  and  continuing 
basic  research,  of  which  there  is  little  or  none  at  present. 

Science  will  continue  its  discovery  of  more  and  powerful  chemicals,  and  we 
can  expect  that  they  will  be  used  on  a  broader  scale  year  after  year.  The  facts  as 
they  are  known  all  point  to  the  need  for  expanding  research  programs.  S.  2447 
would  provide  an  important  step  in  that  direction,  consequently  its  purpose  and 
objective  is  heartily  endorsed  by  the  Izaak  Walton  League. 

Respectfully, 


J.  W.  Penfold,  Conservation  Director. 


Statement  of  Dr.  Spencer  M.  Smith,  Jr.,  Secretary  of  the  Citizens  Com 

mittee  on  Natural  Resources 

The  Citizens  Committee  on  Natural  Resources  is  especially  happy  to  support 
S.  2447,  an  attempt  to  obviate  serious  loss  to  fish  and  wildlife  resources  from 
the  use  of  insecticides,  fungicides,  and  similar  pest-killing  chemicals. 

It  seems  most  important  that  such  a  study  be  undertaken  in  order  to  deter¬ 
mine  the  ultimate  effect  upon  the  public  interest.  If  it  be  determined  that  the 
widespread  use  of  pest-killing  devices  does  more  harm  to  resources  than  it  does 
good  for  those  they  seek  to  protect  it  would  appear  that  some  kind  of  restrain¬ 
ing  legislation  or  programing  would  be  necessary  to  control  or  direct  the  usage. 
In  resource  allocation  and  management  there  often  appears  to  be  conflict 
of  interest,  and  it  is  important  to  determine  wherein  the  public’s  welfare  lies. 
This  certainly  cannot  be  done  without  careful  research,  for  from  some  such 
research  would  come  the  protection  of  fish  and  wildlife  resources  with  judicial 
usage  of  pest-killing  chemicals. 

We  hope  the  committee  will  undertake  a  most  serious  deliberation  of  this 
problem  and  recommend  the  study  be  undertaken. 


The  Conservation  Foundation, 

New  York,  N.  Y.,  February  21, 1958. 

Senator  W.  G.  Magnuson, 

Chairman,  Subcommittee  on  Merchant  Marine  and  Fisheries, 

Washington,  D.  C. 

(Attention  Mr.  Harry  C.  Huse.) 

Dear  Senator  Magnuson  :  In  behalf  of  the  New  York  Zoological  Society  and 
the  Conservation  Foundation,  I  am  glad  to  respond  to  your  recent  invitation 
(through  Dr.  John  L.  George)  to  file  a  statement  relating  to  Senate  bill  2447. 
We  deeply  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  do  so,  as  we  strongly  believe  that  the 
need  for  more  certain  knowdedge  of  the  effects  of  pesticides  on  fish  and  wildlife 
is  our  most  important  immediate  need  in  the  field  of  wildlife  conservation.  There 
is  no  need  for  me  to  stress  that  the  preservation  of  wildlife  resources  of  our 
country  is  a  most  vital  concern  to  millions  of  Americans. 

As  you  may  know,  our  two  organizations  felt  so  strongly  about  possible 
dangers  to  the  biotic  environment  from  large-scale  applications  of  chemicals, 
from  the  air  or  otherwise,  that  last  year  we  sponsored  a  review  of  past  scien¬ 
tific  findings  on  pesticide  effects,  particularly  on  wildlife.  Copies  of  this  report, 
the  Pesticide  Problem,  by  Dr.  John  L.  George,  associate  curator  of  mammals, 
with  the  New  York  Zoological  Society,  have  been  sent  to  your  committee.  I 
might  add  that  Dr.  George’s  review'  has  received  much  comment  in  the  press, 
24349—58 - 3 
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and  numerous  requests  for  copies  in  quantity  have  come  in  from  many  parts 
of  the  country.  His  recommendations  on  pressing  research  needs  in  this  field 
bear  directly,  it  seems  to  me,  on  the  substance  of  Senate  2447,  and  I  summarize 
several  of  his  main  conclusions  below : 

1.  Field  versus  laboratory  testing:  Pesticides  already  in  use  have  been 
tested  for  acute  toxicity  on  laboratory  populations.  (Acute  toxicity  refers 
to  toxic  effects  that  are  severe  or  lethal,  immediately  resulting  from  a  single 
exposure  to  one  application  of  a  pesticide.)  But  the  effect  of  the  chemical 
in  actual  field  conditions  may  be  different,  as  it  often  may  persist,  and  be 
absorbed  by  living  populations  in  several  ways  at  once;  that  is,  not  only 
orally  but  also  through  the  skin,  in  breathing,  or  in  food.  Field  studies 
are  now  most  inadequate  and  we  cannot  now  predict  fully  the  effects  of 
application  of  any  pesticide  on  wildlife  populations. 

2.  Acute  toxicity  versus  sublethal  effects :  Acute  toxicity  or  percentage 
of  mortality  of  a  population  is  one  measure  of  possible  hazard,  but  perhaps 
not  always  the  most  significant  one  in  the  long  run.  Knowledge  of  sublethal 
effects  over  appropriately  long  test  periods  is  now  very  limited,  but  some 
evidence  available  indicates  disturbing  sublethal  effects  such  as  persistently 
reduced  reproductive  capacity  (birds)  and  lower  survival  rates.  Certainly 
further  studies  should  be  conducted  on  sublethal  effects. 

3.  Long-term  biotic  balance :  The  biotic  changes  that  result  from  pesticide 
application  are  probably  quite  complex.  So  far  as  we  know,  there  has  been 
no  thorough  study  done  on  a  single  area  over  a  reasonably  long  period  of 
time.  A  fundamental  population  study  dealing  with  known  marked  indi¬ 
viduals  over  a  period  of  time  on  both  treated  and  untreated  experimental 
areas  is  long  overdue.  Until  a  study  of  this  nature  is  made,  there  will  be 
no  answer  to  charges  that  the  biotic  balance  of  an  area  is  being  seriously 
upset.  The  interaction  of  biotic  changes  in  habitat,  population  density, 
biochemical  cycles,  food  chains,  etc.,  is  not  easy  to  study.  Results  will  not 
be  forthcoming  in  a  single  year  or  even,  in  some  cases,  in  several  years. 
Yet  fundamental  studies  of  this  nature  must  be  made  unless  we  are  to 
continue  in  a  state  of  ignorance,  possibly  dangerous  ignorance. 

I  attach,  also,  copies  of  a  recent  article  by  Dr.  George,  It’s  High  Time  We 
Solve  the  Pesticide  Problem,  which  appears  in  the  January-February  1958  issue 
of  Animal  Kingdom,  the  magazine  of  the  society. 

In  our  view,  the  need  is  really  urgent  for  research  that  will  define  the  limits 
in  the  safe  use  of  pesticides.  The  statistics  of  the  amazing  and  rapid  increase 
in  the  making  and  use  of  such  chemicals  are  familiar  to  you,  I  am  sure.  We 
do  not  question  the  real  benefits  in  reduced  insect  and  disease  damage.  But 
the  striking  thing  is  that  all  signs  point  to  a  continuing  of  this  high  rate  of 
increase  in  production  and  use.  And  research  on  the  part  of  manufacturers 
undoubtedly  will  turn  out  many  new  compounds.  As  Dr.  George  has  put  it,  “No 
one  disputes  the  toxic  nature  of  these  chemicals  to  all  forms  of  life,  but  it  is 
hard  to  determine  what  BHG  is  doing  today  when  dieldrin  will  be  used  tomor¬ 
row  and  another  chemical  the  next  day.  The  studies  of  the  effects,  both  short 
and  long  range,  lag  far  behind  the  productivity  of  the  chemist  and  the  pesticide 
industry.”  Granted  that  research  by  manufacturers  will  often  result  in  com¬ 
pounds  that  are  more  selective  and  specific  in  their  action,  field  studies  of  effects 
on  fish  and  wildlife  are  still  most  inadequate,  and  are  inadequately  supported. 
Funds  for  control  of  pests  have  been  more  liberal  than  funds  for  research  on 
the  effects  of  the  control  operations. 

With  much  appreciation  again  for  this  opportunity  for  an  expression  of  views 
about  this  vital  matter, 

Faithfully  yours, 


J.  Winfield  Osboen,  President. 


(The  documents  referred  to  in  this  letter  are  on  file  with  the  com¬ 
mittee.) 


Statement  of  C.  R.  Gutermuth,  Wildlife  Management  Institute, 

Washington,  D.  C. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  C.  R.  Gutermuth,  vice  president  of  the  Wildlife  Manage¬ 
ment  Institute,  which  is  one  of  the  older  national  conservation  organizations 
in  this  country.  The  institute  is  dedicated  to  the  improved  management  of 
natural  resources  in  the  public  interest,  and  its  program  has  been  continuous 
since  1911. 
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The  conservation  organizations  are  wholeheartedly  in  support  of  the  objectives 
of  S.  2447,  and  its  companion  measure,  H.  R.  783.  The  use  of  chemical  com¬ 
pounds  for  the  control  of  undesirable  insects  and  plants  has  increased  markedly 
since  World  War  II.  The  volume  of  chemicals  used  for  control  purposes  in  the 
United  States  in  1956  was  7  times  greater  than  in  1940. 

“Over  $500  million  worth  of  pesticides  were  produced  for  retail  sale  in  the 
United  States  in  1956,”  the  United  States  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  reports  in 
its  new  leaflet  Pesticides  and  Wildlife. 

Production  by  1975  is  expected  to  exceed  $2  billion  worth  annually.  Farmers 
bought  60  percent  of  the  total  in  1956,  and  the  remainder,  more  than  a  half -billion 
pounds,  was  purchased  for  nonfarm  use.  Over  200  basic  pesticides  and  more 
than  6,000  brand-named  products  now  are  on  the  market. 

While  I  have  not  been  able  to  determine  the  total  acreage  treated  during  any 
recent  year,  the  magnitude  of  the  spraying  can  be  exemplified  by  the  fact  that, 
in  1956,  the  Federal  Government  sponsored  programs  for  the  treatment  of  65 
million  acres  of  cropland  and  2  million  acres  of  forest.  Control  programs  of 
the  Department  of  Agriculture  last  year  accounted  for  the  spraying  of  about 
7  million  acres  for  gypsy  moths,  spruce  budworms,  grasshoppers,  Mediterranean 
fruit  flies,  and  other  insect  pests. 

We  are  using  new  and  extremely  potent  controls  without  knowing  their  far- 
reaching  effects.  Only  limited  tests  are  being  made  of  the  direct  effects  of  these 
poisons  on  man  and  livestock.  Practically  nothing  is  being  done  to  investigate 
their  effects  on  wildlife. 

Most  of  the  chemicals  in  use  today  were  not  on  the  market  prior  to  World 
War  II,  and  more  than  60  new  insecticides  have  been  developed  during  the  past 
few  years.  DDT  was  introduced  first  and  still  is  being  used  widely.  Some  of 
the  other  formulations  of  the  chlorinated  hydrocarbon  group,  which  are  not  as 
well-known  as  DDT,  are  lindane,  toxaphene,  methoxychlor,  dieldrin,  and  chlor- 
dane.  These  are  not  of  equal  toxicity,  but  they  are  similar  in  their  chemical 
stability  and  resistance  to  change.  DDT  and  dieldrin  have  been  found  to  retain 
their  toxicity  in  soil  for  as  long  as  3  years  after  application.  The  chlorinated 
hydrocarbons  pose  the  greatest  known  threat  for  wildlife  of  any  of  the  poisonous 
chemicals  on  the  market. 

The  second  major  group  of  insecticides  are  the  organic  phosphates.  These 
chemicals  also  vary  in  toxicity,  and  some  are  extremely  harmful  to  birds  and 
mammals.  Unlike  the  chlorinated  hydrocarbons,  the  organic  phosphates  de¬ 
teriorate  and  lose  their  toxicity  relatively  soon  after  application. 

A  factor  that  makes  the  use  of  chemical  poisons  hazardous  to  wildlife  is  the 
variety  of  responses  produced  on  different  animals.  A  poison  that  causes  severe 
mortality  among  insects  may  or  may  not  destroy  fish  and  aquatic  life  or  birds 
and  mammals.  There  is  a  marked  difference  in  response  to  pesticides,  even 
among  insects.  “That  is  why  it  is  important  to  be  selective  in  choice  of  a  pesti¬ 
cide,”  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  reports.  “The  fact  that  insects  often  react 
differently  from  birds  and  mammals  also  can  be  used  to  advantage.  Mammals 
and  birds  respond  in  a  roughly  similar  way,  although  there  are  some  differences 
between  kinds.  Fish  and  other  cold-blooded  animals  are  closer  to  insects  in 
their  response,  and  are  generally  the  most  sensitive  to  insect  control  agents.” 

The  reaction  of  animal  life  to  chemical  poisons  under  all  types  of  conditions 
is  not  well  understood.  The  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  has  been  able  to  work 
out  the  relative  toxicity  equivalents  of  about  only  20  of  the  many  chemical 
poisons  now  on  the  market.  This  initial  work  has  made  possible  the  writing  of 
a  few  guidelines  concerning  the  methods,  times,  and  application  rates  for  chemi¬ 
cal  poisons  in  order  to  avoid  substantial  kills  of  wildlife. 

Chemical  poisons  have  caused  excessive  mortality  to  wildlife  in  some  areas, 
particularly  aquatic  animals.  The  most  severe  kills  have  been  recorded  in  Mon¬ 
tana.  Florida,  New  York,  and  New  Brunswick.  The  extensive  editorial  coverage 
given  mass  poisoning  campaigns  in  the  Nation’s  newspapers  and  magazines  make 
evident  the  broad  public  concern  about  the  increased  use  of  pesticides  and  herbi¬ 
cides. 

The  toxicity  of  some  of  the  chemicals  is  amazing.  For  example,  it  has  been 
reported  by  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  that  “when  aldrin  is  applied  at  the  rate 
of  1  pound  per  acre,  1  square  foot  of  ground  surface  will  contain  enough  chemical 
to  kill  2  adult  quail,  20  young  quail  (2  weeks  old),  or  5  young  pheasants,  if  it  all 
is  eaten. 

“When  dieldrin  was  fed  to  adult  pheasants  in  very  small  quantities — one  two- 
hundred-thousandth  of  an  ounce  per  day — for  a  2-month  period,  they  produced 
eggs  of  reduced  hatchability  and  chicks  subject  to  a  high  death  rate.” 
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Even  though  they  were  not  fed  poison,  the  chicks,  when  mature,  had  signifi¬ 
cantly  reduced  rates  of  reproduction.  In  another  experiment,  offspring  of  adult 
pheasants  which  had  been  exposed  to  DDT,  also  were  given  DDT  and  had  no 
reproduction  whatever. 

Dieldrin  now  is  being  applied  in  at  least  9  Southern  States  in  a  cooperative 
program  with  the  Department  of  Agriculture  for  the  control  of  the  imported  fire 
ant  at  the  rate  of  2  pounds  to  the  acre.  This  compound  is  at  least  20  times  as 
toxic  as  DDT.  The  cooperators  hope  to  have  a  million  of  the  19  million  acres 
of  infested  lands  treated  by  early  summer. 

The  susceptibility  of  aquatic  life  to  dieldrin  already  has  been  demonstrated  in 
the  field.  In  1955  a  2,000-acre  coastal  area  of  Florida  was  treated  with  dieldrin 
at  the  rate  of  1  pound  to  the  acre  for  control  of  sandfly  larvae.  The  complete 
decimation  of  all  fish  life  within  the  area  following  the  aerial  coverage  is  reported 
in  the  January  1958  issue  of  the  Journal  of  Wildlife  Management. 

Experiments  conducted  by  the  United  States  Public  Health  Service  at  Savan¬ 
nah,  Ga.,  indicate  that  the  amount  of  dieldrin  washing  into  farm  ponds  after  a 
3-inch  rainfall  could  eliminate  all  fish  at  the  2-pound  level  of  application.  There 
are  40,000  of  these  farm  ponds  in  Georgia,  where  fire  ant  control  already  is 
underway. 

Early  enactment  of  S.  2447  and  the  appropriation  of  the  funds  it  would  author¬ 
ize  would  set  into  motion  basic  research  concerning  the  effect  of  these  chemical 
poisons  on  wildlife.  The  best  illustration  of  the  inability  of  the  Fish  and  Wild¬ 
life  Service  to  cope  with  this  pressing  problem  is  the  budget  request  for  research 
during  fiscal  year  1959.  Only  $74,500 — $10,000  less  than  the  preceding  year — is 
in  the  appropriation  bill  for  all  kinds  of  investigations  involving  chemicals, 
diseases,  parasites,  and  other  factors  affecting  the  depletion  of  wildlife. 

The  Service  cannot  do  the  job  without  adequate  funds.  It  is  behind  in  the 
testing  of  chemicals  already  on  the  market,  and  new  poisons  of  even  greater 
toxicity  soon  will  appear.  The  search  for  more  effective  chemicals  goes  forward 
each  day.  Insect  groups  develop  resistance  to  poisons  and,  in  some  areas,  they 
are  nearly  a  thousand  times  more  resistant  to  DDT  than  their  forebearers. 
Although  the  initial  application  of  a  posion  on  an  insect  population  may  have  a 
devastating  effect,  it  has  been  shown  that  the  offspring  of  the  survivors  are  more 
resistant. 

A  national  survey  in  1955  showed  that  hunting  and  fishing  are  the  Nation’s 
most  popular  outdoor  sports.  The  more  than  25  million  persons  who  hunt  and 
fish  spend  over  $3  billion  annually. 

Surely,  the  resources  which  affect  so  many  people  merit  consideration.  The 
Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  simply  must  be  given  the  funds  with  which  to 
conduct  the  basic  research  that  is  needed  to  reveal  the  true  effects  of  those 
chemical  poisons  on  fish  and  wildlife.  The  use  of  chemicals  will  continue  to  in¬ 
crease,  and  it  is  imperative  that  we  broaden  our  knowledge  so  that  fish  and 
wildlife  resources  will  not  be  decimated  year  after  year  by  improper  or  untimely 
application  of  the  chemical  poisons. 


Statement  by  De.  Feed  C.  Bishopp 

I  am  a  retired  Assistant  Chief  in  charge  of  research  of  the  former  Bureau  of 
Entomology  and  Plant  Quarantine,  United  States  Department  of  Agriculture. 
I  am  deeply  interested  in  the  fight  against  pests  and  diseases  and  in  the  safe 
use  of  materials  to  accomplish  this  necessary  purpose  and,  therefore,  I  desire 
to  comment  briefly  on  this  proposed  legislation. 

The  absolute  necessity  of  the  use  of  insecticides,  fungicides,  and  weed  killers 
in  the  economical  production  of  food,  feed,  and  fiber  and  the  protection  of  man, 
livestock,  and  plants  from  diseases  and  other  ill  effects,  is  incontrovertible. 

The  hazards  associated  with  the  use  of  these  materials  is  well  recognized. 
Hazards  from  them,  when  not  properly  used,  involve  ill  effects  on  plants  and 
residues  possibly  deleterious  to  livestock,  wildlife,  and  man. 

These  hazards  must  not  only  be  recognized  but  must  be  understood  in  detail 
and  methods  of  avoiding  them  well  worked  out. 

The  United  States  Department  of  Agriculture  has  concerned  itself  with  the 
development  of  pesticides  for  many  years.  It  has  also  cooperated  with  the 
United  States  Public  Health  Service,  the  Food  and  Drug  Administration,  the 
Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  and  many  other  agencies  in  an  endeavor  to  deter¬ 
mine  beneficial  uses  for  these  pesticides  and  means  of  safeguarding  the  health 
of  man  and  his  many  interests. 
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To  develop  useful  pesticides  and  to  find  effective  methods  of  formulating, 
applying  and  using  them  requires  a  tremendous  amount  of  research  both  basic 
and  applied.  This  research  by  the  various  governmental  agencies  ind  industry 
must  be  carried  on  continuously  as  new  materials  and  methods  are  developed. 
Considering  the  vital  interests  of  the  people  of  the  world  in  these  matters,  provi¬ 
sion  for  this  research  has  been  totally  inadequate. 

I  am  pleased  to  note  that  this  bill  authorizes  some  additional  research  by 
the  Department  of  the  Interior  on  ways  and  means  of  circumventing  ill  effects  on 
fish  and  wildlife.  I  feel  very  strongly  that  the  United  States  Department  of 
Agriculture  and  the  United  States  Public  Health  Service  should  be  designated 
in  this  bill  as  cooperating  agencies  since  the  background  information  worked  out 
in  past  years  would  be  of  tremendous  value  in  such  studies.  And  the  extensive 
operations  by  the  United  States  Department  of  Agriculture  in  the  control  of 
agricultural  and  forest  pests  and  diseases  of  man  and  animals  would  give  oppor¬ 
tunity,  by  close  cooperation  with  the  Department  of  the  Interior,  to  develop 
needed  information  more  quickly  and  economically.  In  fact  I  would  strongly 
recommend  the  provision  of  additional  funds  for  expanded  research  in  the 
whole  field  of  pesticides  and  their  safe  use. 


The  American  Forestry  Association, 

Washington,  D.  C.,  February  28, 1958. 

Senator  Warren  G.  Magnuson, 

Chairman,  Committee  on  Intersta  te  and  Foreign  Commerce, 

Senate  Office  Building,  Washington,  D.  C. 

Dear  Senator  Magnuson  :  The  American  Forestry  Association  is  strongly  in 
favor  of  the  proposal  in  S.  2447  to  in  tensify  studies  of  the  effects  of  insecti¬ 
cides,  herbicides,  and  fungicides.  In  addition  we  urge  that  the  scope  of  this 
research  be  broadened  to  include  the  entire  field  of  insect  and  disease  control 
and  to  embrace  all  agencies  with  a  responsibility  for  any  phase  of  this  vital 


work. 

The  entire  subject  is  one  of  grave  importance.  Its  urgency  can  not  be  mini¬ 
mized.  Not  only  is  it  necessary  to  determine  the  effect  of  various  chemicals  upon 
fish  and  wildlife,  but  it  is  necessary  to  control  destructive  insects  and  diseases. 
Otherwise  the  forests  that  provide  a  haven  for  wildlife  as  well  as  protection  for 
the  headwaters  of  streams  will  in  themselves  be  destroyed. 

Very  truly  yours, 

„  Kenneth  B.  Pomeroy,  Chief  Forester. 


Phoenix,  Ariz.,  March  5, 1958. 

Hon.  Warren  G.  Magnuson, 

Chairman,  Senate  Committee  on  Interstate  and  Foreign  Commerce, 
Washington,  D.  C.: 

The  Arizona  Game  and  Fish  Commission  in  behalf  of  the  sportsmen  of  the 
State  wholeheartedly  support  S.  3185  to  require  prior  approval  by  the  Secretary 
of  Interior  as  to  the  fish  and  wildlife  effects  before  the  Federal  Power  Commis¬ 
sion  could  issue  a  permit  for  a  dam.  We  are  also  in  favor  of  S.  2447,  authorizing 
a  program  of  research  into  the  effects  of  chemical  pesticides,  and  would  like  to 
see  it  expanded  to  include  all  herbicides  as  well  as  pesticides.  Would  also  like 
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to  go  on  record  as  supporting  S.  2617  which  amends  end  of  Duck  Stamp  Act  but 
would  like  to  see  the  $2  fee  raised  to  $3  with  at  least  65  percent  of  the  receipts 
earmarked  for  waterfowl  area  acquisitions. 

R.  J.  Smith, 

Acting  Director, 

Arizona  Game  and  Fish  Department. 


International  Association  of  Game,  Fish,  and  Conservation  Commissioners, 
47th  Annual  Meeting,  September  9,  10,  and  11,  1957,  Las  Vegas,  Nev. 

(Submitted  by  Mr.  John  Biggs,  president) 

RESOLUTION  :  RESEARCH  ON  CHEMICALS  PESTICIDES 

Whereas  chemical  controls,  including  insecticides,  herbicides,  and  fungicides, 
are  being  widely  used  and  in  increasing  quantities  upon  the  farmlands,  orchards, 
forests,  and  marshes  of  the  United  States  and  Canada, 

Whereas  some  chemical  pesticides  are  known  to  have  important  side  effects 
upon  other  species  but  little  is  known  about  the  immediate  and  cumulative  effects 
upon  other  species  and  upon  the  ecology  of  an  area,  or  about  desirable  methods 
and  rates  of  application  to  prevent  damages :  Now,  therefore,  be  it 

Resolved,  That  the  International  Association  of  Game,  Fish,  and  Conservation 
Commissioners,  in  convention  at  Las  Vegas,  Nev.,  September  9-10,  1957,  endorses 
H.  R.  783  and  S.  24447,  similar  bills  to  authorize  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  to 
undertake  continuing  studies  of  the  effects  of  chemical  pesticides  for  the  purpose 
of  preventing  losses  of  fish  and  wildlife  resources  and  to  provide  basic  data  on 
the  various  chemical  controls  so  they  can  be  used  with  minimum  losses  of  fish 
and  wildlife.  We  urge  prompt  enactment  of  such  legislation  by  the  Congress, 
including  the  appropriation  of  the  funds  necessary  to  these  studies ;  be  it  further 
Resolved,  That  the  Government  of  Canada  and  provincial  government  through 
their  appropriate  departments,  are  hereby  urged  to  take  such  steps  as  are  neces¬ 
sary  to  implement  and/or  further  similar  studies  in  that  country. 


Idaho  Wildlife  Federation, 

March  1,  1958. 


Hon.  Warren  G.  Magnuson, 

Chairman,  Senate  Committee  on  Interstate  and  Foreign  Commerce, 
Washington,  D.  C. 


Gentlemen  :  In  behalf  of  the  13,000  southeastern  Idaho  sportsmen,  I  represent, 
I  would  like  to  make  a  few  statements  in  regard  to  the  bills  pending  before  this 
committee. 

We  are,  as  you  of  course  realize,  genuinely  interested  in  the  perpetuation  of 
these  fish  and  wildlife  resources  and  feel  that  we  must  protect  them  vehemently 
if  needs  be.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  all  programs  that  are  to  benefit  our  posterity  we 
feel  are  essentially  a  part  of  a  heritage  we  must  treasure  and  guard. 

For  these  reasons  we  would  like  to  go  on  record  as  favoring  the  following  bills 
you  are  considering  and  solicit  your  support :  S.  2447,  S.  2496,  S.  2617,  S.  3185. 

Sincerely, 


Bob  Webster, 

Chairman,  Fifth  District,  Idaho  Wildlife  Federation. 


Reuther’s  Sea  Food  Co.,  Inc., 

Neiv  Orleans,  La.,  March  11, 1958. 

Hon.  Allen  J.  Ellender, 

Senator  of  the  State  of  Louisiana, 

Senate  Office  Building,  Washington,  D.  C. 

Dear  Senator  Ellender:  This  letter  concerns  the  urgent  problem  about  the 
effect  of  chemical  products  used  in  insect  control  upon  the  fishing  industries. 

There  is  ample  evidence  that  the  spawning  of  shrimp,  shellfish,  menhaden,  and 
other  fin  fishes  is  being  jeopardized  by  the  widespread  use  of  chemical  products 
to  control  insects  in  agriculture,  forestry,  etc. 
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Last  Thursday,  witnesses  appeared  before  Senator  Magnuson,  chairman  of  the 
Committee  on  Interstate  and  Foreign  Commerce,  urging  immediate  adoption 
of  his  bill,  S.  2447,  and  similar  legislation  pending  in  the  House. 

We,  as  lightly  interested  people  in  the  fishing  industry  of  Louisiana,  cer¬ 
tainly  desire  that  legislation  be  passed  to  stop  the  indiscriminate  use  of  chemi¬ 
cal  products  that  may  affect  the  spawning  of  the  above-mentioned  types  of  fish 
in  Louisiana  waters. 

We  certainly  request  that  you  give  serious  consideration  to  this  problem  and 
proceed  accordingly. 

The  following  is  an  excerpt  from  one  of  the  witnesses’  statements  made  be¬ 
fore  Senator  Magnuson’s  committee : 

“All  segments  of  the  fish  and  shellfish  industry  are  becoming  alarmed  over 
the  ever-increasing  indications  from  Federal,  State,  and  private  research  sources 
that  many  insecticides,  herbicides,  and  fungicides  now  in  use  are  destroying  our 
fish  and  shellfish  resources.  It  is  essential  that  adequate  basic  data  become 
available  promptly  to  the  end  that  necessary  controls  can  be  put  into  force  to 
prevent  this  useless  destruction  of  vital  natural  resources  urgently  needed  by 
mankind. 

“The  use  of  chemicals  in  spraying  forests,  crops,  and  marshes  for  control  of 
insects  has  now  become  so  widespread  that  the  Nation  faces  losses  of  protein 
food  that  it  can  ill  afford. 

“We  regard  this  legislation  as  an  emergency  measure  and  sincerely  hope  Con¬ 
gress  will  adopt  this  legislation  promptly  and  follow  with  adequate  appropria¬ 
tions  to  get  the  work  under  way.” 

We  want  to  thank  you  very  much  for  your  attention  to  this  matter. 

Yours  very  truly, 


C.  G.  Reuther,  Jr. 


State  of  Colorado, 
Department  of  Game  and  Fish, 

Denver,  Colo.,  February  26, 1958. 


Hon.  Warren  G.  Magnuson, 

Chairman,  Committee  on  Interstate  and,  Foreign  Commerce, 
United  States,  Senate,  Washington,  D.  C. 


Dear  Senator  Magnuson  :  I  appreciate  very  much  receiving  the  information 
contained  in  your  letter  of  February  12  concerning  the  meeting  of  the  Subcom¬ 
mittee  on  Merchant  Marine  and  Fisheries,  to  be  held  March  6  and  7.  Un¬ 
fortunately,  previous  commitments  will  prevent  my  personal  testimony  before 
your  committee,  but  I  wish  to  submit  the  following  written  comments  on  the 
bills  which  will  be  discussed  during  the  public  hearings : 

S.  2447.  The  Colorado  Game  and  Fish  Department  supports  this  bill,  and 
respectfully  requests  the  favorable  consideration  of  it  by  the  committee.  The 
control  of  insects  has  developed  a  thriving  chemical  control  business.  Each 
year  there  are  many  new  chemicals  for  the  control  of  various  insects  and  pests 
which  the  outdoor  enthusiast  feels  could  be  extremely  detrimental  to  the  wild¬ 
life  of  our  Nation.  Since  these  chemicals  are  used  so  extensively  over  important 
game  and  fish  areas,  we  feel  it  is  imperative  to  determine  the  effect  on  the 
wildlife  resource.  We  are  hopeful  that  the  committee  will  recommend  favor¬ 
able  consideration  of  this  bill. 

I  sincerely  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  present  the  views  of  the  official 
agency  of  this  State,  which  I  believe  also  reflect  the  views  of  the  average  sports¬ 
man  and  conservationist  within  the  boundaries  of  Colorado. 

Very  truly  yours, 


Thomas  L.  Kimball, 

Director. 


Boulder,  Colo.,  March  If,  1958. 

Hon.  Warren  G.  Magnuson, 

Chairman,  Senate  Committee  on  Interstate  and  Foreign  Commerce, 
Washington,  D.  C. 

Dear  Mr.  Jarrett  :  I  am  writing  this  letter  as  chairman  of  the  committee  on 
bird  protection  of  the  American  Ornithologists’  Union,  an  organization  of  pro¬ 
fessional  and  lay  members  vitally  concerned  with  the  welfare  of  American  bird- 
life  and  other  natural  resources.  The  purpose  of  the  letter  is  to  call  the  attention 
of  your  committee  to  the  need  of  careful  consideration  and  favorable  action  on 
Senate  bill  2447  of  the  present  Congress,  providing  authority  for  pertinent 
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research  to  determine  the  hazards  associated  with  the  rapidly  expanding  use  of 
highly  potent  pesticides. 

Having  been  in  charge  of  the  Denver  laboratory  of  the  United  States  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Service  for  14  years  prior  to  my  retirement  in  1954,  I  can  speak  with 
some  degree  of  experience  in  matters  of  this  kind.  The  development  and  testing 
of  rodenticides  for  safe  field  application  was,  and  still  is,  a  primary  responsi¬ 
bility  of  that  laboratory.  Without  adequate  experimentation  to  demonstrate 
the  selectivity  and  effectiveness  of  such  toxicants,  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 
could  not  fulfill  its  obligations  connected  with  the  protection  of  useful  forms  and 
the  rational  control  of  injurious  ones.  These  same  obligations  also  rest  with 
other  Federal  agencies,  particularly  if  migratory  birds,  protected  by  interna- 
tional  treaties,  may  be  endangered. 

From  the  very  nature  of  the  case,  such  experimentation  is  time  consuming. 
Ultimate  or  cumulative  effects  of  potent  toxicants  cannot  be  determined  hastily. 
Already  there  is  ample  evidence  that  the  airplane  dispersal  of  certain  pesticides 
in  concentrations  of  2  pounds  per  acre  is  disastrous  to  fish  life  and  some  groups 
of  invertebrates.  Less  is  known  regarding  their  effect  on  birds  and  mammals 
under  field  conditions,  but  this  very  uncertainty  demands  that  adequate  studies 
be  conducted  to  determine  these  facts,  lest  expanding  operational  programs  be¬ 
come  wholly  unrestricted  in  their  scope  and  intensity.  To  conclude  that  there 
are  no  dangers  simply  because  superficial  examination  has  revealed  no  victims 
is  at  least  a  naive  assumption  and  unworthy  of  the  approach  which  this  problem 
deserves.  Releases  from  the  Department  of  Agriculture  indicate  that,  at  this 
late  date,  research  programs  are  being  extended  but  at  the  same  time  operations 
are  being  conducted  at  a  much  greater  scale  and  intensity.  This  leads  to  the 
conclusion  that  the  former  will  be  the  sequel  to,  rather  than  the  guide  for  rational 
operations. 

I  would  strongly  recommend,  therefore,  that  your  committee  and  the  Congress 
take  appropriate  action  in  support  of  this  bill  and  to  restrict  further  operations 
until  the  time  when  adequate  fact-finding  programs  have  demonstrated  the  ulti¬ 
mate  effects  of  the  programs  now  being  conducted  to  control  the  fire  ant  in  the 
Southeast  and  rodents  in  the  Northwest  through  the  airplane  dispersal  of  pesti¬ 
cides.  Not  only  are  great  economies  and  esthetic  values  of  natural  resources  at 
stake,  but  the  public  health  and  safety  likewise  are  involved. 

Sincerely, 


E.  R.  Kalmbach, 

Chairman,  Committee  on  Bird  Protection, 

American  Ornithologists’  Union 


Orange  County  Federation  of  Sportsmen’s  Clubs, 

Goshen,  N.  Y.,  February  25, 1958. 


United  States  Senate, 

Committee  on  Interstate  and  Foreign  Commerce. 


Dear  Sirs  :  As  per  your  letter  to  Mr.  W.  L.  Shafer  enclosed  please  find  25 
copies  of  statements  as  per  your  request. 

The  Orange  County  Federation  of  Sportsmen’s  Clubs  w’ith  a  membership  of 
over  14,000  members  would  like  to  go  on  record  as  being  in  favor  of  the  passage  of 
the  following  important  bills:  S.  2447,  S.  2496,  S.  2617,  S.  3185,  which  are  so 
vital  to  our  country  if  we  are  to  protect  and  preserve  our  fish  and  wildlife  and 
maintain  our  valuable  natural  resources.  So  our  waters  can  be  restored,  our 
forest  replanted,  our  wildlife  replenished,  our  rivers  and  lakes  made  to  furnish 
once  again  their  rich  quota  of  clean  pure  water  and  life  necessities. 

Yours  in  sports, 


Peter  Nuzzolese,  Secretary. 


Theodore  Meyer  Est., 
Philadelphia,  Pa.,  February  20, 1958. 


Hon.  Joseph  S.  Clark, 

United  States  Senate,  Washington,  D.  C. 


Dear  Senator  Clark  :  I  am  writing  to  express  approval  of  Senate  bill  2447 
authorizing  a  study  by  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  of  the  United  States  Depart¬ 
ment  of  the  Interior  on  the  effects  of  insecticides  on  wildlife.  The  amount  asked 
is  approximately  $280,000,  but  to  get  enough  funds  for  a  thorough  study  so  proper 
regulations  can  be  issued  to  limit  the  amount  of  insecticide  used  in  airplane  spray- 
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ing  and  have  an  adequa  ,e  technical  basis  for  the  limitation  would  probably  take 
close  to  twice  as  much  money. 

There  has  been  a  great  deal  said  on  both  sides  of  this  question.  I  know  that 
control  of  the  gypsy  moth  and  imported  fire  ant  are  important;  however,  I  am 
sure  that  some  real  scientific  testing  by  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  will  come 
tip  with  a  knowledge  of  just  what  various  percentages  of  materials  will  do  to 
wildlife,  and  we  still  can  take  care  of  our  pests  in  a  more  scientific  manner. 

Your  support  for  this  bill  will  be  greatly  appreciated. 

Very  truly  yours, 


Martin  T.  Meyer. 


National  Agricultural  Chemicals  Association, 

Washington,  D.  G.,  March  3,  1958. 


Hon.  Warren  G.  Magnuson, 

Chairman,  Interstate  and  Foreign  Commerce  Committee, 
Senate  Office  Building,  Washington,  D.  C. 


Dear  Senator  Magnuson  :  We  are  taking  the  liberty  of  commenting  on  Senate 
bill  S.  2447  introduced  by  you  and  which  we  understand  will  be  subject  to  hear¬ 
ings  on  March  6  and  7. 

We  understand  that  some  other  bills  have  been  introduced  in  the  Congress 
of  the  United  States  requesting  appropriations  up  to  $25  million  for  studies  of  the 
effects  of  pesticides,  etc.,  on  wildlife. 

Research  projects  of  this  magnitude  are,  in  our  opinion,  unjustified.  We  be¬ 
lieve.  however,  that  a  modest  appropriation  of  an  amount  approximating  the 
amount  suggested  in  S.  2447  deserves  serious  favorable  consideration  by  your 
committee. 

In  our  opinion  certain  groups  interested  in  wildlife  are  unduly  worried  about 
the  use  of  these  materials  mainly  due  to  their  lack  of  knowledge  of  what  has 
been  and  is  being  done.  Sound  research  is  always  beneficial  to  all  parties,  and 
we  believe  would  do  much  to  allay  the  unfounded  criticisms  which  appear  from 
time  to  time  in  the  press. 

We  would,  however,  suggest  that  the  project,  if  approved,  be  done  in  coop¬ 
eration  with  the  United  States  Department  of  Agriculture.  The  United  States 
Department  of  Agriculture  has  had  long  experience  in  handling  pesticide 
chemicals  and  a  tremendous  amount  of  both  basic  and  practical  research  has 
been  done  by  them.  The  Agricultural  Research  Services,  in  particular,  is  well 
acquainted  with  the  safe  use  and  handling  of  these  materials.  The  regulatory 
agencies  of  the  United  States  Department  of  Agriculture  control  the  sale  and 
distribution  of  pesticide  chemicals.  Much  better  results  could  be  obtained  by 
coordinating  the  research  programs  if  they  are  recommended  by  your  committee. 

Your  serious  consideration  of  this  latter  proposal  would  be  appreciated. 

Very  truly  yours, 


L.  S.  Hitchner, 
Executive  Secretary. 


Nature  Conservancy, 
Washington,  D.  C.,  March  5,  1958. 

Hon.  Warren  G.  Magnuson, 

Chairman,  Committee  on  Interstate  and  Foreign  Commerce, 

United  States  Senate,  Washington,  D.  C. 

Dear  Mr.  Chairman  ;  This  letter  is  written  in  support  of  S.  2247,  which 
would  authorize  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  to  expand  its  research  on  the 
effects  of  chemical  pesticides. 

The  Nature  Conservancy  is  a  nationwide  nonprofit  membership  organization 
established  to  bring  about  the  preservation  of  outstanding  natural  areas  for 
their  scientific,  educational,  and  aesthetic  values  and  to  encourage  the  use  of 
such  areas  for  scientific  and  educational  purposes.  The  significance  and  utility 
of  a  natural  area  is  greatly  impaired  if  any  important  element  of  the  life 
normally  present  is  artificially  removed  or  altered.  Already  two  important 
areas  owned  by  the  conservancy  in  Westchester  County,  N.  Y.,  have  been  sub¬ 
jected  to  heavy  airplane  spraying  of  powerful  insecticides  in  an  effort  of  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  to  eradicate  gypsy  moth. 

The  interest  of  the  conservancy  is  not  confined,  however,  to  particular  areas. 
It  is  concerned  generally  with  activities  which  may  cause  unnecessary  or  ex¬ 
cessive  harm  to  wildlife,  vegetation,  and  the  balance  of  nature. 
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At  a  recent  meeting,  the  board  of  governors  of  the  conservancy,  which  in¬ 
cludes  a  number  of  ecologists  and  other  experts  in  the  natural  sciences,  adopted 
a  resolution  on  mass  spraying  of  insecticides  which  contained  the  following 
recitals : 

“Whereas  mass  spraying  with  insecticides  for  the  purpose  of  eradicating  insect 
pests  involves  grave  dangers  to  native  wildlife  and  the  balance  of  nature  and 
may  even  be  dangerous  to  man  and  domestic  animals ;  and  whereas  our  scientific 
knowledge  of  the  effects  of  such  spraying,  with  respect  to  the  dangers  involved, 
effectiveness  in  eliminating  pests,  and  relative  effectiveness  and  costs  compared 
with  other  techniques,  is  entirely  inadequate.” 

The  resolution  concluded,  among  other  things,  that  it  would  be  highly  desirable 
that  the  Congress  provide  greatly  increased  funds  for  studying  the  effects  of 
mass  spraying  and  the  availability  and  effectiveness  of  alternate  techniques  for 
controlling  insect  pests. 

Accordingly,  the  conservancy  urges  that  your  committee  favorably  report 
S.  2447  at  an  early  date. 

Yours  very  truly, 


George  B.  Fell, 
Executive  Director. 


Commonwealth  of  Pennsylvanla, 

Pennsylvania  Fish  Commission, 

Harrisburg,  March  26, 1958. 


Hon.  Warren  Magnuson, 

Senate  Office  Building,  Washington,  D.  C. 


Dear  Senator:  This  letter  is  with  regard  to  your  bill,  S.  2447,  concerning 
pesticides. 

It  will  be  appreciated  if  you  will  put  my  office  on  official  record  as  favoring 
the  enactment  of  legislation  of  this  kind,  and  urging  that  the  Senate  and  the 
House  of  Representatives  enact  it  into  law  this  session. 

Sincerely  yours, 


Wm.  Voight,  Jr.,  Executive  Director. 


National  Parks  Association, 
Washington,  D.  G.,  March  11, 1958. 

Senator  Warren  G.  Magnuson, 

Chairman,  Committee  on  Interstate  and  Foreign  Commerce, 

United  States  Senate,  Washington,  D.  C. 

Dear  Senator  Magnuson  :  I  regret  that  the  necessity  of  undertaking  2  weeks 
Naval  Reserve  duty  prevented  my  appearing  before  your  committee  to  testify  in 
support  of  S.  2447  at  the  recent  hearings.  The  National  Parks  Association  is 
strongly  in  favor  of  the  enactment  of  this  legislation.  It  would  be  appreciated  if 
this  letter  could  be  incorporated  into  the  official  record  of  the  hearings. 

S.  2447  would  provide  funds  for  studies  of  the  effects  on  fish  and  wildlife 
resources  of  the  present  widespread  use  of  chemical  insecticides  and  pesticides. 
The  dangers  inherent  in  employing  the  powerful  poisons  of  today  without 
thorough  knowledge  of  what  the  results  will  be  on  all  forms  of  life,  not  solely 
the  species  under  attack,  are  so  great  as  to  make  such  studies  imperative.  As 
guardian  of  the  health  and  welfare  of  the  American  people,  and  as  adminis¬ 
trator  of  large  acreages  of  public  land,  the  Congress  rightly  is  concerning  itself 
with  this  problem.  This  legislation  should  be  enacted  promptly.  Its  only  de¬ 
fect  is  that  it  provides  far  too  little  money  for  the  purpose.  The  $280,000 
recommended  should  be  multiplied  to  10  times  that  amount  for  immediate  use ; 
and  even  that  will  not  be  sufficient  to  provide  all  the  facts  needed. 

There  has  been  done  a  moderate  amount  of  research  on  the  effects  of  DDT  on 
wildlife  and  human  populations,  and  it  has  been  demonstrated  that  great  care 
must  be  taken  to  avoid  concentrations  of  DDT  which  will  prove  lethal  to  many 
fish,  birds,  and  other  animals.  On  one  occasion,  I  picked  up  more  than  800  dead 
and  dying  birds,  ranging  in  size  from  sandpipers  to  egrets,  which  had  been  sub¬ 
jected  to  DDT  spraying  over  a  lagoon  near  the  naval  air  station  at  Corpus 
Christi,  an  autopsy  by  the  chief  medical  officer  proved  DDT  to  be  the  cause  of 
their  death.  Others  have  reported  countless  other  similar  instances.  Yet  DDT 
is  but  a  mild  poison  compared  with  the  more  potent  chemicals  now  being  used 
to  destroy  fire  ants  and  other  insects  on  agricultural  and  forest  lands.  They  are 
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so  powerful,  in  fact,  that  scientists  are  seriously  alarmed  lest  the  soil  micro¬ 
biota — the  tiny  organisms  that  give  life  to  the  soil  and  on  which  all  crop  pro¬ 
duction  depends — be  destroyed  with  resultant  sterilization  of  the  soil  itself. 
Should  this  fear  be  justified,  the  use  of  such  chemicals  could  doom  the  very 
agricultural  economy  they  are  designed  to  benefit. 

This  is  a  worldwide  problem.  America  has  produced  these  chemicals,  and 
they  are  in  use  throughout  the  world.  As  has  been  true  of  certain  other  Ameri¬ 
can  contributions  to  world  conditions,  this  one  may  prove  in  the  end  to  have 
been  an  unfortunate  blessing.  The  International  Union  for  the  Conservation  of 
Nature  and  Natural  Resources  has  held  several  international  conferences  at 
which  scientists  from  more  than  30  nations  have  discussed  this  subject.  These 
outstanding  authorities  have  presented  documentation  about  what  chemical 
poisons,  mainly  DDT,  have  done  to  the  wildlife  in  their  own  countries — in 
France,  in  Canada,  in  the  Belgian  Congo  and  French  West  Africa,  in  Great 
Britain,  and  in  many  other  lands.  They  are  decidedly  worried. 

Since  the  technique  of  using  chemical  poisons  has  been  a  contribution  of  the 
United  States  to  the  agricultural  and  forest  practices  of  the  world,  it  seems 
proper  that  the  United  States  should  undertake  a  reasonable  measure  of  research 
to  find  out  what  the  results  have  been  and  will  be.  These  chemicals  are  already 
in  use;  the  places  they  are  being  applied  are  natural  laboratories  in  which  to 
determine  the  essential  facts.  Whenever  a  major  program  is  undertaken  which 
involves  use  of  such  chemicals  on  a  large  area,  part  of  the  fimds  so  expended 
should  be  allocated  to  appraising  the  results,  not  only  as  relates  to  the  target 
insect,  but  on  all  other  living  organisms,  including  man,  which  occupy  the  region. 
It  is  not  enough  to  send  a  single  biologist  there  part  of  the  time.  The  study 
should  be  thorough  and  complete,  so  the  end  results  will  have  significance.  The 
problem  is  too  serious  and  the  danger  too  imminent  to  permit  of  delay.  S.  2247 
should  be  enacted  now,  before  the  damage  assumes  proportions  beyond  control. 

Yours  sincerely, 

Fred  M.  Packard,  Executive  Secretary. 


The  Wilderness  Society, 
Washington,  D.  G.,  April  1, 1958. 

Hon.  Warren  G.  Magnuson, 

Chairman,  Subcommittee  on  Merchant  Marine  and  Fisheries, 

Senate  Committee  on  Interstate  and  Foreign  Commerce, 

Washington,  D.  C. 

Dear  Senator  Magnuson  :  Illness,  unfortunately,  prevented  me  from  ap¬ 
pearing  before  your  committee  to  testify  in  behalf  of  your  very  important  bill, 
S.  2447,  which  would  authorize  and  direct  the  Secretary  of  Interior  to  under¬ 
take  continuing  studies  of  the  effects  of  chemical  pesticides  upon  fish  and  wild¬ 
life. 

So  little  is  known  about  the  effects  of  these  multiplying  chemical  nostrums,  the 
field  data  is  so  inadequate,  and  the  implications  of  the  hazards  so  frightening, 
that  the  program  of  research  which  you  propose  is  one  of  the  most  severely 
urgent  of  our  present  obligations. 

The  Wilderness  Society  is  glad  to  support  this  measure. 


Sincerely, 


Howard  Zahniser, 
Executive  Secretary  and  Editor. 


Trenton,  N.  J.,  March  5,  1958. 

Senator  Warren  G.  Magnuson, 

United  States  Senate, 

Washington,  D.  C. 

Impossible  for  me  to  be  present  at  the  March  6  and  7  public  hearing.  New 
Jersey  strongly  supports  S.  2447.  Indiscriminate  use  of  herbicides  and  insecti¬ 
cide  without  full  understanding  of  their  effect  on  fish,  wildlife,  and  other  natu¬ 
ral  resources.  Can  do  irreparable  harm  to  program  designed  to  conserve  and 
develop  these  resources. 

Commr.  Joseph  D.  McLean, 
Department  of  Conservation  and  Economic  Development. 
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Alaska  Fishermen’s  Union, 

Seattle,  Wash. 

Senator  Warren  G.  Magnuson, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.  C. 

Dear  Senator  Magnuson  :  This  is  in  response  to  your  letter  of  February 
13  regarding  Senate  bills  2447,  2617,  and  3185.  We  will  be  unable  to  appear 
to  offer  testimony  on  these  particular  bills. 

We  are  in  favor  of  your  efforts  on  the  bills  in  question,  and  hereby  endorse 
them. 


Sincerely  yours, 


George  Johansen,  Secretary-Treasurer. 


Western  Association  of 
State  Game  and  Fish  Commissioners, 

March  h,  1958. 


Hon.  Warren  G.  Magnuson, 

Chairman,  Senate  Committee  on  Interstate  and  Foreign  Commerce, 
Washington,  D.  C. 


(Attention :  Mr.  Harry  C.  Huse.) 

Dear  Senator  Magnuson  :  The  Western  Association  of  State  Game  and  Fish 
Commissioners  has  requested  that  I  inform  you  of  action  taken  by  the  associa¬ 
tion  relative  to  certain  conservation  measures  which  are  being  considered  by 
you  and  your  committee  at  the  present  time. 

At  a  special  meeting  of  the  Western  Association,  held  at  St.  Louis,  Mo.,  on 
March  2,  1958,  in  connection  with  the  North  American  Wildlife  Conference,  repre¬ 
sentatives  of  the  association  took  action  to  endorse  the  following  bill : 

S.  2447,  a  bill  to  direct  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  to  conduct  studies  of 
chemical  control  agents  and  their  effects  on  fish  and  wildlife. 

Favorable  consideration  of  this  measure  by  your  committee  will  be  appreciated 
sincerely  by  the  Western  Association  of  State  Game  and  Fish  Commissioners. 

Very  truly  yours, 

Ben  Glading,  Secretary. 


( Government  reports  on  S.  2447  are  as  follows :) 


Federal  Power  Commission, 
Washington,  February  21/,  1958. 


Hon.  Warren  G.  Magnuson, 

Chairman,  Committee  on  Interstate  and  Foreign  Commerce, 
United  States  Senate,  Washington,  D.  C. 


Dear  Chairman  Magnuson  :  In  reply  to  your  letter  of  the  13th,  may  I  say  that 
the  Federal  Power  Commission  will  submit  its  reports  on  the  four  bills,  S.  2447, 
S.  2496,  S.  2617,  and  S.  3185  in  time  for  the  hearings  on  March  6  and  7.  The  Com¬ 
mission’s  views  will  therefore  be  available  for  consideration  by  the  Subcommittee 
on  Merchant  Marine  and  Fisheries. 

We  will  also  have  our  General  Counsel,  Willard  W.  Gatchell,  and  Chief  of 
our  Bureau  of  Power,  Francis  L.  Adams,  present  at  the  hearings  to  answer  any 
questions  which  the  subcommittee  may  have. 

Sincerely  yours, 


Jerome  K.  Kuykendall,  Chairman. 


Department  of  the  Interior, 

Office  of  the  Secretary, 
Washington,  D.  C.,  July  12, 1957. 

Hon.  Warren  G.  Magnuson, 

Chairman,  Committee  on  Interstate  and  Foreign  Commerce, 

United  States  Senate,  Washington,  D.  C. 

Dear  Senator  Magnuson  :  Your  committee  has  requested  a  report  on  S.  2447, 
to  authorize  and  direct  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  to  undertake  continuing 
studies  of  the  effects  of  insecticides,  herbicides,  and  fungicides  upon  fish  and 
wildlife  for  the  purpose  of  preventing  losses  of  those  invaluable  natural  resources 
following  spraying  and  to  provide  basic  data  on  the  various  chemical  controls 
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so  that  forests,  croplands,  ond  marshes  can  be  sprayed  with  minimum  losses  of 
fish  and  wildlife. 

We  are  agreeable  to  the  enactment  of  this  proposed  legislation,  although  we 
believe  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Act  of  1956  (70  Stat.  1119)  and  our  general  author¬ 
ity  in  this  field  provides  sufficient  authority  to  carry  out  the  program  contem¬ 
plated  by  this  bill.  Enactment  of  specific  legislation  on  this  subject  would,  of 
course,  express  the  interest  of  the  Congress  in  this  particular  program  that  we 
consider  to  be  vital  to  conservation  of  the  Nation’s  fish  and  wildlife  resources. 
Our  budget  estimates  for  fiscal  year  1958  contain  an  item  for  pesticide  studies 
on  wildlife. 

Sportsmen,  conservationists,  foresters,  and  farmers  alike  are  concerned  over 
the  tremendous  increases  in  pesticide  applications  to  eliminate  insects,  weeds, 
diseases  and  other  pests.  Each  year  more  acreage  is  being  treated  with  better 
and  more  efficient  pesticides.  Particularly  impressive  are  the  large  numbers  of 
extensive  forest  DDT  spraying  programs  now  being  conducted  yearly.  Over 
3.4  million  acres  of  forests  were  sprayed  last  year,  and  more  will  be  sprayed  this 
year.  Last  year  65  million  acres — more  than  one-sixth  of  the  United  States 
cropland — were  treated  with  pesticides,  the  total  amount  of  formulated  pesti¬ 
cides  being  3  billion  pounds.  The  cost  of  applying  these  pesticides  amounted  to 
$256  million.  Yet,  crop  losses  on  untreated  areas  were  estimated  at  $7.5  billion. 

The  importance  of  our  forests  and  agricultural  crops  is  unquestioned.  Both 
are  vitally  needed.  Likewise,  insect  and  other  pesticide  control  operations  are 
necessary.  However,  pesticide  control  programs  have  gone  ahead  without  ade¬ 
quate  information  on  the  effects  which  the  pesticides  have  on  fish  and  wildlife 
resources.  A  multibillion  dollar  recreation  and  commercial  fishery  industry  of 
interest  to  more  than  30  million  Americans  is  involved. 

The  seriousness  of  the  effects  of  insecticides  on  wildlife  is  emphasized  by  ex¬ 
tensive  spraying  for  the  control  of  Dutch  elm  disease,  which  is  now  taking  place. 
DDT  is  being  used  at  as  much  as  10  times  the  concentration  that  can  be  tolerated 
by  wildlife  and  the  resultant  death  of  thousands  of  birds  has  aroused  citizens  in 
many  parts  of  the  country.  Another  current  problem  is  the  invasion  of  alfalfa 
fields  by  the  yellow  aphid.  Required  insecticidal  treatments  could  have  an 
appallingly  serious  effect  on  bird  populations  as  the  yellow  aphid  has  spread 
over  millions  of  acres  in  the  last  3  or  4  years. 

In  1954  the  CAA  estimated  that  31  million  acres  of  land  were  sprayed  by 
6,000  airplanes  during  541,000  hours  of  flying.  In  the  Mirimichi  River  drainage 
of  New  Brunswick,  Canada,  following  the  airplane  spraying  of  a  DDT-oil  solu¬ 
tion  to  control  a  forest  pest,  the  spruce  budworm,  serious  losses  of  salmonid  fish 
occurred.  Heavy  depletions  of  fish  populations  also  occurred  in  the  Yellowstone 
River  drainage  of  Montana  and  Wyoming  in  1955  following  similar  control 
operations  for  the  spruce  budworm.  In  the  100-mile  section  of  the  river  affected, 
the  value  of  the  fishery  has  been  estimated  at  $20,000  per  mile  annually,  giving 
the  fish  an  annual  value  (in  terms  of  expenditures  by  fishermen)  of  $2  million. 
These  instances  of  fish  losses  emphasized  the  need  for  more  knowledge  upon 
which  to  predict  the  effects  of  DDT  applications.  When  a  DDT  spray  operation 
is  contemplated,  the  sponsors  of  the  project  should  be  able  to  obtain  advice  from 
Federal  and  State  conservation  officials  on  physiological  problems,  methods  of 
application,  formulations  and  the  timing  of  applications  to  minimize  fish  and 
wildlife  losses. 

In  view  of  our  responsibilities  under  treaty  obligations  with  Canada  and 
Mexico  for  the  protection  and  management  of  migrating  birds,  including  water- 
fowl,  and  for  the  protection  and  management  of  fish  in  Federal  waters,  funds 
are  necessary  to  support  research  to  determine  the  effects  of  insecticides  on  fish 
and  wildlife.  Sufficient  basic  research  has  not  been  accomplished  to  predict 
losses  or  to  properly  advise  operating  agencies  on  means  of  obtaining  effective 
control  and,  at  the  same  time,  avoiding  unnecessary  fish  and  wildlife  mortality. 

Combined  laboratory  and  field  investigations  in  cooperation  with  other  gov¬ 
ernmental  agencies  such  as  the  United  States  Forest  Service,  are  necessary  to 
obtain  the  needed  facts.  Among  the  pesticide-wildlife  relationships  that  should 
be  studied  are  the  following : 

(1)  Tests  of  toxicity  of  new  insecticides  for  birds,  mammals,  and  fish. 

(2)  Development  of  diagnostic  tests  to  permit  determinations  as  to 
whether  or  not  animals  were  killed  by  specific  insecticides  or  other  pesti¬ 
cides. 
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(3)  Studies  of  application  of  insecticides  in  forest-pest  control  such  as 
bark  and  spruce  budworm. 

(4)  Studies  of  the  effects  on  fish  and  wildlife  of  controlling  the  white- 
fringed  beetle,  Japanese  beetle,  grasshopers,  Mormon  crickets,  corn  borer, 
and  a  host  of  other  farm  pests  in  all  regions. 

(5)  Marsh  studies  on  mosquito  production  and  control  in  relationship  to 
waterfowl-habitat  preservation.  These  studies  would  involve  development 
of  alternate  methods  of  controlling  mosquitoes  as  well  as  testing  new  in¬ 
secticides  as  to  their  effects  on  waterfowl  and  other  desirable  forms  of 
marsh  wildlife. 

If  favorable  action  is  taken  on  this  bill,  we  recommend  that  section  2  be 
eliminated  therefrom.  This  section  would  limit  annual  appropriations  for  these 
purposes  to  the  sum  of  $280,000.  In  our  opinion,  an  adequate  research  program 
for  the  study  of  wildlife-pesticide  relationships  probably  would  exceed  this 
amount  for  certain  years  and  we  believe  that  an  arbitrary  ceiling  on  appropria¬ 
tions  for  a  program  of  this  type  would  not  be  advisable.  In  addition,  we  suggest 
the  following  perfecting  amendments : 

(1)  Page  1,  revise  line  5  to  read  “of  insecticides,  herbicides,  fungicides, 
and  pesticides  upon  the  fish  and”. 

(2)  Page  2,  revise  line  1  to  read  “determine  the  amounts,  percentages, 
and  formulations  of  such  chemicals”. 

(3)  Page  2,  revise  line  3  to  read  “amounts,  percentages,  mixtures,  or 
formulations  that  can  be  used  safely,”. 

(4)  Page  2,  revise  line  5  to  read  “spraying,  dusting,  or  other  treatments.” 

(5)  Amend  the  title  of  bill  to  read  “A  bill  to  authorize  and  direct  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior  to  undertake  continuing  studies  of  the  effects 
of  insecticides,  herbicides,  fungicides,  and  other  pesticides  upon  fish  and 
wildlife  for  the  purpose  of  preventing  losses  of  those  invaluable  natural 
resources  following  application  of  these  materials,  and  to  provide  basic 
data  on  the  various  chemical  controls  so  that  forests,  croplands,  wetlands, 
rangelands,  and  other  lands  can  be  sprayed,  dusted,  or  otherwise  treated 
with  minimum  losses  of  fish  and  wildlife.” 

The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  has  advised  us  that  there  would  be  no  objection 
to  the  submission  of  this  report  to  your  Committee. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Hatfield  Chilson, 

Under  Secretary  of  the  Interior. 


Justice  Department, 

July  10,  195 7. 


Hon.  Warren  G.  Magnuson, 

Chairman,  Committee  on  Interstate  and  Foreign  Commerce, 
United  States  Senate,  Washington,  D.  C. 


Dear  Senator  :  This  is  in  response  to  your  request  for  the  views  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Justice  concerning  the  bill  (S.  2447)  to  authorize  and  direct  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  the  Interior  to  undertake  continuing  studies  of  the  effects  of  insecticides, 
herbicides,  and  fungicides  upon  fish  and  wildlife  for  the  purpose  of  preventing 
losses  of  those  invaluable  natural  resources  following  spraying  and  to  provide 
basic  data  on  the  various  chemical  controls  so  that  forests,  croplands,  and 
marshes  can  be  sprayed  with  minimum  losses  of  fish  and  wildlife. 

The  bill  has  been  examined  but,  since  the  subject  matter  thereof  is  not  related 
to  any  of  the  activities  of  the  Department  of  Justice,  we  would  prefer  not  to 
offer  any  comment  concerning  it. 

Sincerely, 


William  P.  Rogers, 
Deputy  Attorney  General. 


General  Accounting  Office, 
Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States, 

Washington,  July  19,  1957. 

Hon.  Warren  G.  Magnuson, 

Chairman,  Committee  on  Interstate  and  Foreign  Commerce, 

United  States  Senate 

Dear  Mr.  Chairman:  Your  letter  of  July  3,  1957,  acknowledged  July  5,  re¬ 
quested  our  comments  on  S.  2447,  85th  Congress,  1st  session. 

This  bill  would  authorize  and  direct  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  to  undertake 
comprehensive  continuing  studies  on  the  effects  of  insecticides,  herbicides,  and 
fungicides  upon  fish  and  wildlife  resources  of  the  United  States. 
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The  act  of  July  1,  1957,  Public  Law  85-77,  appropriating  moneys  for  the  use 
of  the  Department  of  the  Interior  for  the  period  ending  June  30,  195S,  authorizes 
the  expenditure  of  funds  for  scientific  and  economic  studies  relative  to  com¬ 
mercial  fishing,  sport  fishing,  and  wildlife  resources.  We  have  no  information 
relative  to  the  necessity  for,  or  advisability  of,  the  additional  legislation  pro¬ 
posed  by  S.  2447  and  we  therefore  make  no  recommendation  with  respect  to  its 
enactment. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Joseph  Campbell, 

Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States. 
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THURSDAY,  MARCH  6,  1958 

United  States  Senate, 

Committee  on  Interstate  and  Foreign  Commerce, 
Subcommittee  on  Merchant  Marine  and  Fisheries, 

Washington,  D.  C. 

The  subcommittee  met,  pursuant  to  call,  at  10:55  a.  m.,  in  Room 
G-16,  United  States  Capitol,  Hon.  Warren  G.  Magnuson  (chairman  of 
the  committee)  presiding. 

The  Chairman.  The  committee  will  be  in  order. 

We  have  before  us  at  this  time  S.  2617. 

(S.  2617  follows:) 

[S.  2617,  85th  Cong.,  1st  sess.] 

A  BILL  To  amend  the  Migratory  Bird  Hunting  Stamp  Act  of  March  16,  1934,  as  amended 

Be  it  enacted,  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  of  the  United  States 
of  America  in  Congress  assembled,  Tliat  section  4  of  the  Migratory  Bird  Hunting 
Stamp  Act  of  March  16,  1934  (48  Stat.  451),  as  amended,  is  further  amended  by 
striking  out  subsection  (a)  thereof  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  following: 
“(a)  Not  less  than  65  per  centum  shall  be  available  for  the  location  and  ascer¬ 
tainment  and  acquisition  of  suitable  areas  for  migratory  bird  sanctuaries  under 
the  provisions  of  the  Migratory  Bird  Conservation  Act,  to  be  expended  for  such 
purposes  in  all  respects  as  moneys  appropriated  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of 
such  Act :  Provided,  That,  in  the  discretion  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  not 
to  exceed  25  per  centum  at  any  one  time,  of  any  area  acquired  in  accordance  with 
the  provisions  of  the  Migratory  Bird  Conservation  Act,  may  be  administered  pri¬ 
marily  as  a  wildlife  management  area  not  subject  to  the  prohibitions  against  the 
taking  of  birds,  or  nests  or  the  eggs  thereof,  as  contained  in  section  715i  of  this 
title,  except  that  no  such  area  shall  he  open  to  the  shooting  of  migratory  birds 
when  the  population  of  such  birds  frequenting  the  area  or  in  the  migrations 
utilizing  such  area  is  on  a  decline,  not  prior  to  July  1,  1952,  or  the  date  upon 
which  the  same  has  been  fully  developed  as  a  management  area,  refuge,  reser¬ 
vation,  or  breeding  ground,  whichever  is  later. 

Sec.  2.  That  subsection  (b)  of  said  section  4  be  renumbered  “(c)”,  and  a  new 
subsection  “(b)”  be  inserted  to  read  as  follows:  “(b)”  not  more  than  20  per  cen¬ 
tum  shall  be  available  for  administration,  maintenance,  and  development  of 
migratory  bird  sanctuaries  under  the  provisions  of  the  Migratory  Bird  Conserva¬ 
tion  Act  to  be  expended  for  such  purposes  in  all  respects  as  moneys  appropriated 
pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  such  Act ;  for  the  administration,  maintenance,  and 
development  of  other  refuges  under  the  administration  of  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior  frequented  by  migratory  game  birds ;  and  for  such  investigations  on 
such  refuges  and  elsewhere  in  regard  to  migratory  waterfowl  as  the  Secretary 
of  the  Interior  may  deem  essential  for  the  highest  utilization  of  the  refuges  and 
for  the  protection  and  increase  of  these  birds.” 

Sec.  3.  The  Secretary  of  the  Interior  is  authorized  to  utilize  funds  made  avail¬ 
able  under  subsection  (a)  of  this  section  for  the  purposes  of  such  subsection,  and 
such  other  funds  as  may  be  appropriated  for  the  purposes  of  such  subsection, 
or  of  this  subsection,  to  acquire  by  lease,  purchase,  or  exchange,  small  wet  land 
and  pothole  areas  to  be  designated  as  “Waterfowl  Production  Areas”.  Such 
small  areas  shall  not  be  classified  as  “National  Wildlife  Refuges”  and  shall  not 
he  subject  to  the  inviolate  sanctuary  provisions  of  this  Act. 
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The  Chairman.  S.  2617,  introduced  at  the  request  of  the  Secretary 
of  the  Interior,  would  amend  the  Migratory  Bird  Hunting  Stamp 
Act.  This  bill  would  provide  for  the  earmarking  of  not  less  than  65 
percent  of  the  funds  received  from  the  sale  of  duck  stamps  for  the 
location,  ascertainment,  and  acquisition  of  migratory  bird  sanctuaries. 
Not  more  than  20  percent  would  be  available  for  administration,  en¬ 
forcement,  and  regulatory  investigations  and  the  cost  of  printing  and 
selling  stamps.  The  balance  of  the  fund  would  be  available  for  the 
development  and  maintenance  of  the  refuges. 

The  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  states  that  on  the  basis  of  last  year’s 
revenue  the  65  percent  provision  for  land  acquisition  would  mean  ear¬ 
marking  $2,925,000  for  this  purpose.  It  would  leave  $1,575,000  for 
refuge  development,  maintenance,  enforcement,  regulatory  surveys, 
research,  wetlands  preservation  investigation,  administration,  and  the 
cost  of  printing  and  selling  the  stamps.  This  figure  of  $1,575,000 
would  have  to  suffice  for  the  $3,100,000  budgeted  for  the  fiscal  year 
1958  for  administration. 

We  will  hear  first  from  Congressman  Metcalf. 

STATEMENT  OF  HON.  LEE  METCALF,  REPRESENTATIVE  IN  THE 
UNITED  STATES  CONGRESS  FROM  THE  STATE  OF  MONTANA 

Mr.  Metcalf.  I  have  a  brief  statement  on  S.  2617,  which  is  before 
the  committee. 

The  Chairman.  We  would  like  to  hear  your  views  on  that. 

Mr.  Metcalf.  Like  bills  which  have  subcommittee  approval  in  the 
House,  S.  2617  would  require  that  at  least  65  percent  of  the  money 
raised  by  sale  of  duck  stamps  be  used  for  the  purpose  for  which  it 
was  intended,  acquisition  of  land  for  migratory  bird  rearing  and 
feeding  areas. 

The  sponsors  would  put  an  end  to  diversion  of  duck-stamp  funds 
which  violate  the  spirit,  if  not  the  letter  of  the  law.  By  “diversion” 
I  mean  85  cents  of  the  duck-stamp  dollar  for  refuge  maintenance 
and  other  administrative  maintenance,  while  at  the  same  time  failing 
to  provide  money  for  a  job  at  least  a  major  part  of  which  belongs 
to  the  Federal  Government. 

The  bill  would  not  increase  the  present  duck-stamp  fee  of  $2.  It 
would  authorize  the  purchase  or  lease  of  small  wetlands  in  a  new 
category,  waterfowl  production  areas. 

In  1949,  our  conservationists  and  sportsmen  came  to  Congress  with 
a  request  that  the  price  of  the  duck  stamp  be  doubled,  to  $2,  so  that 
there  would  be  more  money  to  buy  more  land  for  waterfowl  areas  so 
there  would  be  more  waterfowl.  Congress  went  along.  Last  year, 
2,307,000  people  paid  more  than  $4,600,000  for  duck  stamps. 

In  the  years  from  1935,  our  hunters  have  paid  $54,200,000  for  duck 
stamps.  Of  that  amount,  $49,400,000  has  been  spent.  Less  than  one- 
sixth  of  that  amount — or  15  cents  on  the  duck-stamp  dollar — has  been 
spent  for  acquisition  of  land.  More  than  four  times  that  amount  has 
gone  for  development,  maintenance,  and  administration.  In  other 
words,  this  law  has  been  turned  upside  down.  It  is  up  to  us,  in  this 
Congress,  to  right  it  again. 

When  we  earmark  65  percent  of  this  duck-stamp  money  for  land 
acquisition,  we  are  telling  a  Government  agency  to  do  its  job.  I  don’t 
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particularly  like  this  approach.  But  in  this  case,  the  Bureau  of  the 
Budget  is  forcing  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  to  spend  most  of 
this  duck-stamp  money  in  a  way  that  is  contrary  to  the  intent  of 
Congress  and  the  wishes  of  the  duck  hunters.  Passage  of  this  bill 
would  reemphasize  the  wish  of  Congress  and  of  sportsmen  that  a 
major  part  of  the  duck-stamp  money  go  for  its  primary  purpose. 

As  you  know,  up  to  15  percent  of  the  duck-stamp  money  already 
is  earmarked  for  enforcement  and  the  cost  of  printing  and  distribut¬ 
ing  the  stamps.  This  bill  wTould  allocate  the  other  85  percent,  65 
percent  for  the  location  and  acquisition  of  refuges  and  not  more  than 
20  percent  for  their  administration,  maintenance,  and  development. 

If  this  bill  passes — and  I  hope  it  does — we  have  set  aside  all  of  the 
duck-stamp  revenue  for  specific  purposes.  There  won’t  be  any  pockets 
to  pick  for  necessary  development  and  maintenance.  And  the  Federal 
Government — the  administration  and  Congress — will  have  to  face  up 
to  its  responsibility  to  the  almost  2 y2  million  waterfowl  hunters  who 
look  to  their  Federal  Government  for  proper  management  of  this 
great  natural  resource. 

I  have  here  a  more  detailed  statement  which  is  concurred  in  by 
Senators  Murray  and  Mansfield  and  Congressman  LeRoy  Anderson, 
which  I  would  like  to  submit  for  the  record. 

The  Chairman.  That  will  be  received  for  the  record. 

(The  above-mentioned  statement  is  as  follows :) 

Duck  Stamp 

Like  bills  wbicli  have  subcommittee  approval  in  the  House,  S.  2617  would 
require  that  at  least  65  percent  of  the  money  raised  by  sale  of  duck  stamps  be 
used  for  the  purpose  for  which  it  was  intended,  acquisition  of  land  for  migratory 
bird  rearing  and  feeding  areas. 

Its  sponsors  would  put  an  end  to  diversion  of  duck  stamp  funds  which  violate 
the  spirit  if  not  the  letter  of  the  present  law.  By  diversion,  I  mean  using  most 
of  the  duck-stamp  money  for  refuge  maintenance  and  other  administrative  ex¬ 
penses,  while  at  the  same  time  failing  to  appropriate  money  for  a  job  at  least  a 
major  part  of  which  belongs  to  the  Federal  Government. 

The  bill  would  not  increase  the  present  duck  stamp  fee  of  $2.  It  would 
authorize  the  purchase  or  lease  of  small  wetlands  in  a  new  category,  waterfowl 
production  areas. 

The  Duck  Stamp  Act  was  passed  in  1934,  2  years  after  this  Nation’s  waterfowl 
population  hit  an  alltime  low.  The  purpose  of  the  act  is  clear.  As  expressed 
in  the  title,  it  is  “to  provide  funds  for  the  acquisition  of  areas  for  use  as  migra¬ 
tory  bird  sanctuaries,  refuges,  and  breeding  grounds,  for  developing  and  admin¬ 
istering  such  areas.” 

Land  acquisition,  listed  as  the  first  purpose  of  this  act,  has  become  the  last. 

The  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  says  it  spent  $49,431,098  of  the  $54,029,540 
raised  by  the  sale  of  duck  stamps  from  1935  through  fiscal  1957.  Of  this  total 
expenditure,  $18,395,573  went  for  refuge  maintenance,  $10,513,588  for  develop¬ 
ment,  $7,449,908  for  land  acquisition,  $6,490,950  for  enforcement,  $2,287,519  for 
research,  $1,925,814  for  administration,  $1,009,426  for  printing  and  distributing 
the  stamps,  $681,670  for  basin  studies,  and  $676,650  for  engineering  services. 

Out  of  a  total  of  $49.4  million,  raised  by  sale  of  duck  stamps  and  spent  in  23 
years,  only  $7.4  million — or  less  than  one-sixth — went  for  the  acquisition  of  land. 
Less  than  one-sixth  of  this  money  went  to  do  the  primary  job,  the  acquisition 
of  areas  for  use  as  migratory  bird  sanctuaries,  refuges,  and  breeding  grounds. 

More  than  four  times  that  amount  went  for  development,  maintenance,  and 
administration.  In  other  words,  this  law  has  been  turned  upside  down.  It  is 
up  to  us,  in  this  Congress,  to  right  it  again. 

Congress  must  also  share  with  the  executive  branch  of  Government  the  re¬ 
sponsibility  for  this  diversion  of  funds  away  from  the  primary  purpose  for 
■which  they  were  intended. 
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In  1935,  Congress  appropriated  $125,536  for  overall  refuge  maintenance.  This 
amount  increased  each  year  through  1950,  when  the  total  appropriation  was 
$1,707,426.  During  the  same  period,  the  amount  used  for  this  purpose  from 
duck-stamp  funds  was  approximately  equal  to  the  appropriations,  increasing 
from  $23,386  in  1935  to  $1,492,502  in  1950. 

In  1951,  however,  the  shift  began ;  and  money  for  refuge  maintenance  started 
coming  more  and  more  from  duck  stamp  funds,  and  less  from  appropriations. 

In  1951,  the  appropriation  was  $1,413,602;  the  duck-stamp  fund  provided 
$2,182,655.  In  1953,  the  appropriation  was  $1,532,164  and  $2,163,432  came  from 
the  duck-stamp  fund.  In  1954,  the  figures  were  $1,582,164  from  appropriations 
and  $2,767,050  from  duck-stamp  fund. 

1955  saw  the  big  shift.  That  year  the  administration  and  Congress  prac¬ 
tically  walked  away  from  the  Federal  obligation  and  dumped  the  whole  pro¬ 
gram  onto  the  duck  hunters.  The  appropriation  for  overall  refuge  maintenance 
for  fiscal  1955  was  only  $768,000,  barely  enough  to  take  care  of  the  big-game 
areas,  nothing  for  the  waterfowl  areas.  Meanwhile,  the  duck-stamp  fund  was 
hit  for  $3,778,460. 

1956  was  another  sad  year.  Then  Congress  appropriated  $918,400  for  opera¬ 
tion  and  maintenance  of  refuges,  while  duck-stamp  funds  were  hit  for  $2,t 
870,700  for  operation,  maintenance,  and  development.  Comparative  figures  for 
the  next  2  years  are:  fiscal  1957- — $2,735,400  and  $1,655,000;  fiscal  1958— $2,- 
818,000,  with  the  same  amount  from  duck-stamp  funds. 

For  fiscal  1959,  budget  requests  propose  an  appropriation  of  $2,620,000  with 
$1,754,000  to  come  from  duck-stamp  funds.  From  this  latter  figure,  I  am  told 
that  development  has  been  omitted.  I  have  been  unable  to  find  out  whether 
that  means  that  no  development  is  planned  at  refuges  during  the  coming  fiscal 
year  or  whether  there  is  money  in  some  other  fund. 

Breaking  down  to  pennies  the  expenditures  of  duck-stamp  dollars  to  date, 
we  find  that  37.2  cents  has  gone  for  maintenance,  21.3  cents  for  development, 
15.1  cents  for  land  acquisition,  13.1  cents  for  enforcement,  4.6  cents  for  re¬ 
search,  3.9  cents  for  administration,  2  cents  for  printing  and  distribution,  and 
1.4  cents  each  for  basin  studies  and  engineering  services 

In  this  connection,  I  call  your  attention  to  the  huge  increase  in  the  Post 
Office  Department’s  charge  for  printing  and  distributing  the  stamps.  In  the 
years  up  to  and  including  1953,  this  charge  averaged  a  little  more  than  $30,000 
a  year.  In  1954,  it  jumped  to  $150,000.  In  1955  it  was  $169,000.  This  year  it 
is  $139,000,  or  more  than  4  times  the  average  in  the  15  years  prior  to  1952. 

When  we  earmark  65  percent  of  this  duck-stamp  money,  we  are  telling  a 
Government  agency  to  do  its  job.  I  don’t  particularly  like  this  approach.  But 
in  this  case,  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  is  forcing  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 
to  spend  most  of  this  duck-stamp  money  in  a  way  that  is  contrary  to  the 
intent  of  Congress  and  the  washes  of  the  duck  hunters,  who  came  before  Con¬ 
gress  in  1949  and  asked  that  the  price  of  the  duck  stamp  be  increased  from  $1 
to  $2  so  there  would  be  more  money  to  buy  more  waterfowl  areas  so  there 
would  be  more  ducks.  Passage  of  such  a  bill  as  S.  2617  would  reemphasize  the 
wish  of  Congress  and  of  sportsmen  that  a  major  part  of  duck-stamp  money 
go  for  its  primary  purpose. 

As  you  know,  up  to  15  percent  of  the  duck-stamp  money  already  is  earmarked 
for  enforcement  and  the  cost  of  printing  and  distributing  the  stamps.  This  bill 
would  allocate  the  other  8  percent,  65  percent  for  the  location  and  acquisition 
of  refuges,  and  not  more  than  20  percent  for  their  administration,  maintenance, 
and  development. 

If  this  bill  passes — and  I  hope  it  does — we  have  set  aside  all  of  the  duck-stamp 
revenue  for  specific  purposes.  There  won’t  be  any  pockets  to  pick  for  necessary 
development  and  maintenance.  And  the  Federal  Government,  the  administra¬ 
tion,  and  the  Congress,  will  have  to  face  up  to  its  responsibility  to  the  almost  2% 
million  waterfowl  hunters  who  look  to  their  Federal  Government  for  proper 
management  of  this  great  natural  resource. 

Mr.  Metcalf.  That  concludes  my  statement. 

The  Chairman.  I  want  to  put  in  the  record  a  breakdown,  which 
I  requested  from  the  Department  of  the  Interior  on  the  duck-stamp 
money. 

I  find  that  for  the  national  wildlife  refuges  they  spent  for  opera¬ 
tion  and  maintenance,  $1,754,000;  and  for  land  acquisition,  $1,600,000: 
which  is  $3,354,000  in  that  field. 
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For  management  and  enforcement,  $711,000,  for  fiscal  1959,  for 
'enforcement;  and  $241,000  for  management;  which  makes  $952,000. 

For  wildlife  research,  $283,000;  wetlands  habitat  preservation, 
$185,000  ;  and  general  administrative  expenses,  $274,000. 

That  is  a  total  of  $5,048,000,  of  which  land  acquisition  is  only 
$1,600,000. 

Mr.  Metcalf.  That  is  exactly  the  point.  The  duck-stamp  money 
is  supposed  to  be  for  the  acquisition  of  land,  and  the  other  duties 
of  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  should  be  paid  out  of  general  taxa¬ 
tion,  the  protection  of  the  resources.  The  duck-stamp  money  should 
be  used  for  the  purpose  for  which  it  was  originally  designed,  the 
acquisition  of  land,  instead  of  being  used  for  management,  for  ad¬ 
ministration,  for  other  types  of  research. 

The  Chairman.  We  will  also  put  in  the  record  the  funds  available 
in  the  duck-stamp  account.  They  have  some  unobligated  balances. 
That  is  why,  I  suppose,  the  total  is  $5  million  in  1958  although  they 
will  take  in  more  in  1959.  This  breakdown  bears  out  what  you  said. 
They  turned  the  purposes  of  the  law  upside  down.  I  remember  this 
committee  held  hearings  on  the  first  bill  in  1949  and  one  of  the  justi¬ 
fications  for  the  bill  was  the  acquisition  of  land. 

We  will  place  all  these  in  the  record  to  show  the  administration  of 
the  funds.  This  is  the  budget  for  1959. 

(The  above-mentioned  document  is  as  follows :) 

United  States  Department  of  the  Interior,  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service, 
Bureau  of  Sport  Fisheries  and  Wildlife 

Summary  of  funds  available  under  migratory  bird  conservation 
(duck  stamp)  account 


Unobligated  balance  in  account  as  of  July  1, 1958 -  $2,  736,  007 

Estimated  migratory  bird  bunting  stamp  sale  receipts  for 
fiscal  year  1958 — July  1,  1958,  to  June  30,  1959 -  4,  500,  000 


Estimated  total  funds  available  to  finance  fiscal  year  1959 

program — July  1,  1958,  to  June  30,  1959 -  7,  236,  007 

Fiscal  year  1959  program  estimates  as  per  statement  attached _  5,  048,  000 


Estimated  unobligated  balance  in  account  as  of  July  1,  1959 _  2, 188,  007 


Note. — The  foregoing  is  tabulated  on  P.  687  of  the  budget  of  the  United  States 
Government  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 1959. 

Statement  of  migratory  bird  conservation  account  ( duck  stamp)  program, 

fiscal  year  1959 


1.  National  wildlife  refuges  : 

Operation  and  maintenance _  $1,  754,  000 

Land  acquisition _  1,  600,  000 


Subtotal _  3,  354,  000 


2.  Management  and  enforcement : 

Enforcement _  711,  000 

Management _  241,  000 


Subtotal _  952,  000 

3.  Wildlife  research _  283,  000 

4.  Wetlands  habitat  preservation _  185,  000 

5.  General  administrative  expenses _  274,  000 


Total _  5,  048,  000 
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The  Chairman.  We  will  now  hear  from  Mr.  Harold  Peters,  repre¬ 
senting  Mr.  John  Baker. 

STATEMENT  OF  JOHN  H.  BAKER,  PRESIDENT,  NATIONAL  AUDUBON 
SOCIETY,  PRESENTED  BY  HAROLD  PETERS 

Mr.  Peters.  I  have  a  statement  which  Mr.  Baker  prepared  and 
unfortunately  cannot  be  present  to  read.  I  will  read  the  statement 
which  he  has  submitted  to  your  committee. 

We  favor  increase  in  the  price  of  the  duck  stamp  and  a  higher  price 
than  that  proposed  in  the  bill. 

We  favor  the  provision  that  not  less  than  a  substantial  part  of  the 
duck-stamp  receipts  must  be  used  for  acquisition  of  lands  for  national 
wildlife  refuges.  We  realize  that  such  program  needs  to  be  com¬ 
pleted  before  suitable  lands  may  no  longer  be  available. 

We  do  not  favor  provision  that  any  percentage  of  national  wildlife 
refuge  acreage  be  open,  at  the  discretion  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Inte¬ 
rior,  to  public  hunting.  We  do  not  believe  that  it  is  the  proper  func¬ 
tion  of  the  Federal  Government,  but  rather  of  the  States,  to  make 
provisions  for  public  hunting.  We  believe  it  is  not  only  a  proper 
function,  but  the  duty  of  the  Federal  Government,  to  protect  migra¬ 
tory  waterfowl  and  not  facilitate  their  destruction. 

The  Chairman.  How  many  of  the  national  wildlife  refuges  are 
open  to  public  hunting  ? 

Mr.  Peters.  I  can’t  answer  that. 

The  Chairman.  Mr.  Parker,  do  you  know  how  many  of  the  national 
wildlife  refuges  are  open  to  hunting  ? 

Mr.  Parker.  Bight  offhand  I  don’t  know  the  figure. 

The  Chairman.  Are  there  some  ? 

Mr.  Parker.  Just  guessing  at  it,  I  would  say  about  12. 

The  Chairman.  F or  a  season  ? 

Mr.  Parker.  Yes,  sir. 

The  Chairman.  A  limited  season  ? 

Mr.  Parker.  A  portion  of  the  area.  We  cannot  open  more  than 
25  percent  of  the  area. 

The  Chairman.  For  a  limited  season  ? 

Mr.  Parker.  We  generally  open  for  the  entire  season. 

The  Chairma n.  F or  the  entire  duck  season  ? 

Mr.  Parker.  Yes,  sir.  A  portion  of  the  refuge. 

The  Chairman.  Is  the  daily  limit  the  same  there  as  elsewhere  ? 

Mr.  Parker.  Yes,  sir. 

The  Chairman.  In  other  words,  you  extend  the  regulations  to  a 
portion  of  the  national  area  ? 

Mr.  Parker.  Yes,  sir. 

The  Chairman.  Where  would  they  generally  be  located  ? 

Mr.  Parker.  One  that  comes  to  mind  is  the  one  that  we  are  trying 
to  work  out  on  the  Columbia  River.  You  recall,  at  the  McNary  Dam? 

The  Chairman.  Yes. 

Mr.  Parker.  We  have  open  shooting  on  Bar  River  Marsh  in  Utah, 
a  portion  of  it.  Mesquite,  N.  Mex. 

The  Chairman.  Any  in  the  Middle  West  ? 

Mr.  Parker.  Part  of  Oregon  and  Wisconsin,  and  Swan  Lake  in 
Missouri. 
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The  Chairman.  The  three  fly  ways. 

Mr.  Parker.  Yes,  sir. 

The  Chairman.  Ilow  many  ducks  were  taken  out  of  that?  Can 
somebody  furnish  that  for  the  record  ? 

Mr.  Parker.  Field  data  indicate  that  for  the  1956-57  waterfowl 
season  about  250,000  gunners  used  the  hunting  areas  on  national  wild¬ 
life  refuges  and  took  a  total  of  about  350,000  ducks  and  geese. 

The  Chairman.  It  is  open  for  the  whole  season  ? 

Mr.  Parker.  A  portion  of  it.  Not  exceeding  25  percent. 

The  Chairman.  A  portion  of  it  is  open  for  the  whole  season  ? 

Mr.  Parker.  Yes,  sir. 

In  the  case  of  Oregon  and  Swan  Lake  in  Missouri,  where  it  is  chiefly 
a  goose-hunting  proposition,  it  is  done  in  cooperation  with  the  State 
fish  and  game  department,  and  they  limit  the  number  of  people  who 
come  in  there  each  day.  It  is  on  a  permit  basis. 

The  Chairman.  In  some  cases  you  limit  the  numbers  per  day  ? 

Mr.  Parker.  Yes,  sir. 

The  Chairman.  How  do  you  do  that  ? 

Mr.  Parker.  Through  a  checking  system. 

The  Chairman.  Do  you  draw  lots  ? 

Mr.  Parker.  Yes,  sir. 

The  Chairman.  Why  do  you  open  these  particular  places?  What 
is  the  basis  for  it  ? 

Mr.  Parker.  The  only  reason  for  opening  any  of  these  areas  is 
because  of  the  larger  size  of  them  so  that  it  can  be  done  without  inter¬ 
fering  with  the  resource  at  all.  In  some  of  them  there  is  a  history  of 
depredations  along  the  way. 

The  goose  areas  that  are  opened  in  the  Mississippi  flyway  are 
chiefly  to  better  distribute  the  harvest  to  the  birds  along  the  flyway, 
portions  of  Oregon,  for  example.  There  aren’t  as  many  come  down 
there. 

The  Chairman.  I  don’t  know  if  this  is  right  or  wrong,  but  is  it 
done  on  the  basis  that  opening  these  areas  would  not  necessarily  cause 
any  depletion  of  the  overall  duck  population  ? 

Mr.  Parker.  There  isn’t  any  danger  on  that  at  all.  As  a  matter  of 
fact  the  present  provision  of  the  law  is  that  if  the  birds  are  on  the 
decline  on  that  flyway,  we  cannot  open  any  of  the  refuges.  It  is  truly 
a  byproduct  of  the  refuge  system  and  they  were  not  acquired  with  that 
in  mind. 

The  Chairman.  Go  ahead,  Mr.  Peters. 

Mr.  Peters.  Originally  the  Duck  Stamp  Act  of  1934  provided  that 
refuge  land  acquired  with  proceeds  of  the  sale  of  duck  stamps  be 
inviolate.  Over  our  strenuous  opposition,  the  act  was  amended  in 
1949  to  permit  the  opening  to  public  hunting,  at  the  discretion  of  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior,  of  up  to  25  percent  of  the  acreage  of  each 
refuge — 

except  that  no  such  area  shall  be  open  to  the  shooting  of  migratory  birds  when 
the  population  of  such  birds  frequenting  the  area,  or  in  the  migrations  utilizing 
such  areas,  is  on  a  decline,  nor  prior  to  the  date  upon  which  the  same  has  been 
fully  developed  as  a  management  area,  refuge,  reservation,  or  breeding  ground, 
whichever  is  later. 

During  the  years  1953-57  lip  service  only  has  been  given  to  enforce¬ 
ment  of  these  exceptions.  Pressure  has  recently  been,  and  is  now, 
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on  to  raise  the  percentage  of  any  refuge  open  to  hunting  to  far  more 
than  25  percent.  Should  your  subcommittee,  and  in  turn  the  Con¬ 
gress,  yield  to  such  pressure,  the  destruction  of  the  national  wildlife 
refuges,  as  refuges,  would  be  well  on  its  way  and  not  long  delayed. 

The  migratory  waterfowl  should  be  protected  and  conserved  by  the 
Federal  Government  in  the  interest  of  the  American  people  as  a  whole, 
not  just  to  provide  hunting  opportunity  to  the  fraction  thereof  who 
enjoy  hunting. 

In  recent  years  there  has  grown  within  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 
and  insidious  and  destructive  viewpoint  that  the  main  purpose  of  the 
Service  in  “managing”  the  waterfowl  resource  is  to  provide  maximum 
harvesting  opportunity  to  the  few  who  buy  duck  stamps.  We  trust 
that  your  subcommittee  will  not  give  any  encouragement  to  those  so 
thinking. 

That  is  the  end  of  Mr.  Baker’s  statement.  We  appreciate  the 
opportunity  of  being  here. 

The  Chairman.  Do  you  have  anything  to  add  to  that  ? 

Mr.  Peters.  No,  sir ;  I  do  not. 

The  Chairman.  Do  you  think  those  of  us  who  buy  duck  stamps 
are  getting  the  benefit  of  some  largesse  that  other  people  can’t  have? 

Mr.  Peters.  I  think  from  the  hunting  standpoint  that  is  true.  We 
believe  there  may  be  more  people  who  enjoy  seeing  the  birds  from  the 
esthetic  standpoint,  including  waterfowl,  than  there  may  be  who  hunt. 
Of  course,  that  is  open  to  question.  But  even  many  hunters  enjoy 
going  out  and  seeing  the  birds. 

The  Chairman.  There  are  about  214  million  hunters,  aren’t  there  ? 

Mr.  Peters.  More  than  that.  I  think  there  are - 

The  Chairman.  Duck  hunters? 

Mr.  Peters.  I  think  Mr.  Parker  could  answer  that.  I  am  not  sure 
how  many  duck  hunters  there  are. 

The  Chairman.  We  have  the  figures. 

Mr.  Peters.  There  are  around  2%  million  duck  stamps  sold,  that’s 
right. 

The  Chairman.  A  lot  of  people  who  buy  duck  stamps  don’t  get  any 
ducks. 

Mr.  Peters.  Right.  We  would  like  to  see  the  waterfowl  preserved 
for  all  of  the  public. 

The  Chairman.  Would  you  abolish  hunting  altogether  ? 

Mr.  Peters.  No,  sir.  We  have  no  objection  to  hunting  when  it  is 
properly  managed. 

The  Chairman.  I  understand  your  position.  You  have  no  objec¬ 
tion  to  it  as  long  as  there  is  no  overall  depletion  because  of  hunting. 

Of  course,  I  am  of  the  opinion,  after  many  years  on  this  committee, 
that  this  country  pays  more  attention  to  and  has  better  conservation, 
regulations,  laws,  and  methods  than  any  other  country  in  the  world. 
We  have  our  arguments  about  it,  but  I  think,  considering  how  civiliza¬ 
tion  has  moved  into  the  United  States,  that  overall  we  have  done  a 
fairly  effective  job  as  compared  with  other  countries.  That  doesn’t 
mean  we  can’t  do  more. 

But  on  the  question  of  ducks,  we  do  all  the  work  here  in  between, 
and  very  little  is  done  at  the  other  two  ends.  I  don’t  criticize  Canada. 
I  think  that  they  try  to  cooperate.  South  of  the  border  it  is  pretty 
bad.  We  restrict  ourselves  for  conservation  purposes,  but  there  is  not 
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enough  conservation  elsewhere.  I  understand  that  Mexico  is  doing 
a  little  more  about  it  than  it  used  to,  in  an  effort  to  cooperate. 

Mr.  Peters.  They  are ;  yes,  sir. 

The  Chairman.  I  think  on  waterfowl  we  have  to  do  more  in  an 
international  way. 

Mr.  Peters.  I  think  the  migratory  bird  treaty  has  been  a  wonderful 
thing,  and  is  a  step  forward. 

The  Chairman.  But  enforcement  is  lacking,  from  the  reports  I  get. 
I,  personally,  saw  situations  in  Cuba  that  would  make  any  member 
of  the  Audubon  Society  faint. 

Mr.  Peters.  I  have  seen  that  myself.  I  was  formerly  in  the  Fish 
and  Wildlife  Service  and  I  made  some  waterfowl  inventories  down 
there.  Most  of  the  killing  in  Cuba  and  Mexico,  I  think,  is  by  the 
wealthy  businessmen,  and  also  by  Americans  who  go  down  there 
partly  because  there  are  so  few  enforcement  provisions. 

The  Chairman.  Yes,  and  I  guess  on  the  northern  rim  of  South 
America  the  same  situation  exists. 

Mr.  Peters.  That  is  right. 

The  Chairman.  Thank  you,  Doctor.  Tell  Mr.  Baker  if  he  has  any¬ 
thing  further  to  add  that  we  will  keep  the  record  open  for  a  few  days. 

Mr.  Peters.  Yes,  sir. 

The  Chairman.  I  understand  the  Department  of  the  Interior  wants 
to  testify  on  the  duck  stamp  matter. 

Mr.  Daniel  Janzen,  Director  of  the  Bureau  of  Sport  Fisheries  and 
Wildlife. 

STATEMENT  OF  DANIEL  H.  JANZEN,  DIRECTOR,  BUREAU  OF  SPORT 

FISHERIES  AND  WILDLIFE 

Mr.  Janzen.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  a  statement  that  supports  the 
Department’s  adverse  report  on  S.  2617,  and  this  statement  also  sup¬ 
ports  a  supplementary  statement  that  the  Department  of  the  Interior 
will  send  over  not  later  than  the  first  of  next  week.  That  report  is  in 
final  form.  My  report  here  will  support  that  statement. 

The  Chairman.  We  will  put  all  of  those  in  the  record  in  full. 

Mr.  Janzen.  This  bill,  S.  2617,  proposes  to  modify  the  Migratory 
Bird  Hunting  Stamp  Act  by : 

1.  Specifically  providing  that  not  less  than  65  percent  of  the  re¬ 
ceipts  from  the  sale  of  migratory  bird  hunting  stamps,  commonly 
called  duck  stamps,  shall  be  available  for  the  location,  ascertainment, 
and  acquisition  of  areas  for  migratory  bird  sanctuaries ; 

2.  Providing  that  not  more  than  20  percent  of  the  revenues  shall 
be  available  for  administration,  maintenance,  and  development  of  mi¬ 
gratory  bird  sanctuaries  and  other  refuges  under  the  Department 
of  the  Interior  which  are  used  by  migratory  game  birds ;  and  for  con¬ 
ducting  investigations  regarding  migratory  waterfowl;  and 

3.  Granting  authority  to  acquire  small  wetlands  as  waterfowl  pro¬ 
duction  areas  which  shall  not  be  subject  to  the  inviolate  sanctuary 
features  of  the  Migratory  Bird  Conservation  Act. 

The  present  act  provides  that  not  less  than  85  percent  of  the  reve¬ 
nues  shall  be  available  for  the  location,  ascertainment,  and  acquisi¬ 
tion  of  areas  for  migratory  birds,  for  the  administration,  develop¬ 
ment,  and  maintenance  of  such  areas  and  for  the  conduct  of  investi- 
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gations  in  regard  to  the  protection  and  increase  of  migratory  water- 
fowl.  The  remaining  15  percent  is  made  available  for  expenses  in 
enforcing  the  laws  and  regulations  relating  to  migratory  birds  and 
for  payment  to  the  Post  Office  Department  for  expenses  in  connec¬ 
tion  with  the  printing  and  sale  of  the  stamps. 

Thus  the  proposed  bill  would  specifically  earmark  not  less  than  65 
percent  for  the  acquisition  of  lands  for  migratory  bird  refuges  as 
contrasted  to  the  current  direction  that  not  less  than  85  percent  be 
expended  for  all  purposes  other  than  law  enforcement  and  the  costs 
in  connection  with  printing  and  distribution  of  the  stamps.  In  ef¬ 
fect,  the  bill  would  further  curtail  the  administrative  latitude  to  use 
the  funds  on  all  phases  of  the  program. 

The  Chairman.  What  does  it  cost  for  those  stamps  ? 

Mr.  Janzen.  I  think  the  last  figure  for  this  past  year  is  $144,000 
some. 

The  Chairman.  Do  you  get  the  stamps  at  cost  ? 

Mr.  Janzen.  We  assume  that  we  do. 

The  Chairman.  That  sounds  like  a  large  amount  to  me.  They 
aren’t  making  a  little  profit  off  you?  You  assume  you  are  getting 
it  at  cost  ? 

Mr.  Janzen.  Yes,  that  is  what  we  are  assuming. 

We  are  in  agreement  with  the  primary  objective  of  the  bill — that 
of  insuring  that  a  greater  proportion  of  the  funds  be  used  for  a  vig¬ 
orous  land  acquisition  program.  The  eventual  fate  of  waterfowl 
and  the  sport  of  waterfowl  hunting  is  uncertain,  more  so  in  fact  than 
any  other  game  species.  Habitat  is  the  basic  need.  A  national  wet¬ 
lands  inventory  completed  in  1955  revealed  that  only  8,820,000  acres 
of  waterfowl  habitat  having  a  high  use  value  and  13,617,000  acres  of 
such  habitat  having  a  moderate  use  value  remained  in  the  continental 
United  States.  The  future  of  the  waterfowl  resource  lies  in  safe¬ 
guarding  these  lands. 

Even  the  provisions  of  the  proposed  bill  would  not  meet  the  needs. 
Available  information  on  waterfowl  habitat  needs  indicates  that 
12,500,000  acres  should  be  in  public  control.  Studies  are  underway 
to  determine  what  portion  the  States  will  acquire.  It  is  estimated  that 
about  5  million  acres  will  be  their  share,  leaving  7,500,000  acres  as 
the  Federal  portion.  We  have  already  acquired  approximately 
3,500,000  acres  of  waterfowl  habitat  which  leaves  about  4  million  acres 
to  be  procured. 

We  estimate  that  the  annual  revenues  from  the  sale  of  duck  stamps 
will  be  approximately  $4,500,000.  Earmarking  65  percent  for  land 
acquisition  would  amount  to  $2,925,000,  as  compared  to  $1,400,000  of 
duck  stamp  funds  budgeted  in  1958 — an  increase  of  $1,525,000.  We 
propose  an  expenditure  of  $1,600,000  from  duck  stamp  revenues  for 
land  acquisition  in  1959.  The  65  percent  earmarking  provisions  of 
S.  2617  would  result  in  an  increase  of  $1,325,000  over  our  proposed 
1959  program.  Based  on  current  estimates,  land  for  waterfowl  habitat 
will  cost  about  $40  per  acre,  including  appraisal  and  acquisition  ex¬ 
penses.  Thus  under  S.  2617  it  would  take  55  years  to  accomplish  the 
goal  of  meeting  the  Federal  share  of  the  need  for  the  acquisition  of 
refuge  lands. 

The  other  activities  now  financed  from  the  85  percent  earmarking 
involve  $3,724,000  in  the  current  fiscal  year  and  $2,697,000  in  1959. 
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By  way  of  comparison  with  the  provisions  of  S.  2617  the  proposed 
restrictive  limitation  of  20  percent  would  give  a  maximum  of  $900,000. 
Thus  it  would  be  necessary  to  finance  an  additional  $1,797,000  out  of 
annual  appropriations  from  general  funds  in  the  Treasury  to  main¬ 
tain  these  activities  at  their  current  level.  If  these  funds  should  not 
be  provided  by  the  Congress,  it  would  become  necessary  to  curtail 
drastically  refuge  maintenance  and  operations,  as  well  as  the  research 
and  survey  programs  upon  which  the  annual  waterfowl  hunting 
regulations  and  management  are  based. 

O  •  '  '  t  a  m 

The  third  feature  of  the  bill  which  would  grant  authority  to  acquire 
or  control  small  wetlands  as  waterfowl  production  units  is  definitely 
needed.  At  present  the  Migratory  Bird  Hunting  Stamp  Act,  as 
amended,  permits  the  opening  of  a  maximum  of  25  percent  of  the 
duck-stamp  acquired  land  within  a  refuge  when  there  is  no  decline 
in  the  populations  of  waterfowl  frequenting  the  areas,  and  when  the 
refuge  is  fully  developed.  Under  the  proposed  program  of  preserving 
small  wetlands  in  the  production  region,  we  plan  to  acquire  or  lease 
strategic  areas.  These  will  be  small  scattered  marshes  which  have  no 
significant  value  as  sanctuaries  for  the  birds  during  the  migration 
period.  We  believe  it  would  be  costly  to  maintain  these  as  refuges 
during  the  hunting  season. 

Further,  we  have  learned  that  many  of  the  landowners  would 
object  to  the  inviolate  sanctuary  features  if  they  were  called  upon  to 
lease  or  sell  their  wetlands.  In  order  adequately  to  carry  out  the 
planned  program  we  propose  that  these  areas  remain  open  during  the 
hunting  season. 

While  we  endorse  the  general  objectives  of  the  bill — that  of  acquir¬ 
ing  additional  waterfowl  habitat — we  recommend  that  it  not  be  en¬ 
acted  in  its  present  form.  Bather,  the  Department  of  the  Interior  has 
suggested— and  here  is  where  I  am  now  explaining  the  Department  re¬ 
port  which  was  the  supplementary  report  and  which  we  anticipate  will 
be  over  by  the  first  of  next  week — in  substitution  of  the  present  pro¬ 
visions  of  S.  2617,  language  that  would  strengthen  the  program  financ¬ 
ing  by  increasing  the  price  of  the  duck  stamp  from  $2  to  $3.  Such  an 
increase  clearly  is  justified  in  view  of  the  increased  costs  incident  to 
land  acquisition  and  the  management  of  the  migratory  waterfowl 
resources  since  the  increase  from  $1  to  $2  in  1949,  plus  the  necessity  for 
additional  funds  to  step  up  the  tempo  of  land  acquisition. 

In  addition,  the  Department  suggests  that  100  percent  of  the  net 
revenues  from  the  sale  of  duck  stamps,  that  is,  the  gross  revenues  less 
the  costs  of  the  Post  Office  Department  in  the  printing  and  sale  of 
the  duck  stamps  estimated  at  $144,000  annually,  be  earmarked  for 
land  acquisition. 

On  the  basis  of  the  current  rate  of  sale  of  approximately  2%  million 
duck  stamps  annually,  this  would  provide  for  an  annual  land-acquisi¬ 
tion  program  of  $6,606,000. 

The  Chairman.  You  are  going  to  propose  that  all  of  the  money  be 
used  for  land  acquisitions  ? 

Mr.  Janzen.  That  is  correct,  sir. 

The  Chairman.  You  go  much  further  than  the  bill  in  that 
respect - 

Mr.  .Janzen.  That’s  right. 

The  Chairman.  If  the  duck  stamp  is  increased  from  $2  to  $3.  If  it 
is  not  increased  to  $3,  would  you  have  the  same  suggestion  ? 
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Mr.  Janzen.  I  think  that  would  be  consistent ;  yes. 

The  Chairman.  In  other  words,  you  would  suggest  that  100  per¬ 
cent  be  used,  regardless  of  whether  the  stamp  remains  at  $2  or  whether 
we  raise  it  to  $3  ? 

Mr.  Janzen.  Yes,  sir. 

The  Chairman.  Maybe  you  cover  this  later  in  your  statement,  but 
would  you  then  ask  for  direct  appropriations? 

Mr.  Janzen.  I  cover  that  later  in  my  statement. 

The  Chairman.  All  right. 

Mr.  Janzen.  Such  a  program  would  be  $3,825,000  higher  than  that 
proposed  in  S.  2617.  While  this  program  would  be  4  times  greater 
than  the  estimated  1959  program  of  $1,600,000,  it  is  still  considerably 
less  than  adequate  as  is  amply  evidenced  by  the  fact  that  it  would 
take  approximately  25  years  to  achieve  our  goal  of  4  million  acres  at 
prices  estimated. 

The  Chairman.  In  general  terms,  the  way  we  are  going  now,  it 
would  take  us  almost  90  years  to  get  those  4  million  acres  ? 

Mr.  Janzen.  Yes,  sir. 

The  Chairman.  Under  this  bill  it  will  take  us,  as  you  point  out, 
50  years? 

Mr.  Janzen.  Twenty -five,  under  our  proposed  bill. 

The  Chairman.  Under  the  bill  that  is  here  ? 

Mr.  Janzen.  Yes;  and  55  under  S.  2617. 

The  Chairman.  You  propose  100  percent,  which  would  take  about 
25  years. 

Mr.  Janzen.  Yes,  sir.  And,  as  I  want  to  point  out  here,  we  feel 
it  is  so  important  that  this  be  done  within  the  shortest  time  because 
these  lands  are  rapidly  becoming  either  unavailable  or  being  lost.  I 
mean  they  are  being  lost  through  drainage  and  conversion  for  agri¬ 
cultural  purposes  and  so  on. 

Nevertheless,  it  would  be  a  program  that  would  enable  an  accel¬ 
erated  rate  of  progress  toward  our  goal  and  would  permit  an  effec¬ 
tive  concentration  of  effort  on  the  more  critically  needed  areas. 

It  should  be  emphasized  that  either  proposal — S.  2617  or  the  pro¬ 
gram  suggested  by  the  Department — would  require  the  appropriation 
of  additional  funds  to  maintain  those  programs,  such  as,  administra¬ 
tion  of  wildlife  refuges,  law-enforcement  activities  and  research, 
which  presently  are  being  financed  in  part  with  duck-stamp  funds. 
At  the  level  estimated  for  fiscal  year  1959  the  additional  appropria¬ 
tion  would  be  $3,304,000  for  the  program  suggested  by  the  Depart¬ 
ment  and  $2,123,000  for  S.  2617. 

The  Chairman.  Why  the  extra  million  dollars  under  the  program 
suggested  by  the  Department  ? 

Mr.  Janzen.  Because  we  are  earmarking  100  percent  for  land 
acquisition. 

The  Chairman.  Let  me  get  this  straight  in  my  mind.  This  year, 
under  S.  2617,  you  would  ask  for  $2  million  direct  appropriation — 
$2,123,000 — for  the  administration  and  law-enforcement  activities  and 
research  ? 

Mr.  Janzen.  Yes,  sir. 

The  Chairman.  And  under  the  program  suggested  by  the  De¬ 
partment  you  would  ask  for  $3  million  because  the  100  percent  would 
take  up  that  million  dollars  that  normally  you  would  use  under  the 
Senate  proposed  bill  ? 
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Mr.  Janzen.  That’s  right. 

The  Chairman.  And  that  would  come  then  as  a  direct  request  by 
the  Department  of  Interior  for  appropriation  to  administer  and  to 
provide  law-enforcement  activities  and  research  for  lands  that  the 
Federal  Government  owned  ? 

Mr.  Janzen.  That  is  correct. 

The  Chairman.  And  would  have  to  maintain? 

Mr.  Janzen.  That  is  correct. 

The  Chairman.  It  seems  to  me  that  is  a  little  more  sensible  than 
the  way  we  have  been  going  at  it. 

Mr.  Janzen.  We  are  inclined  to  think  so,  too,  sir. 

The  Chairman.  It  would  then  be  the  responsibility  of  the  De- 
patment  and  the  Congress  to  see  that  it  stood  on  its  own  feet,  and 
would  have  nothing  to  do  with  the  acquisition.  Once  we  decide  to 
acquire  the  land  then  it  is  our  responsibility  to  adequately  maintain 
it  and  enforce  it  and  have  the  research. 

Mr.  Janzen.  Yes,  sir. 

The  Chairman.  And  from  year  to  year,  of  course,  that  might  go  up 
or  down.  But  it  would  be  approximately  that  amount. 

Mr.  Janzen.  Yes,  sir. 

Also,  we  wish  to  call  to  the  attention  of  the  Congress  the  urgent 
need  to  modify  the  proviso  in  section  4  (a)  of  the  act  concerning  the 
amount  of  a  refuge  area  acquired  with  duck-stamp  funds  that  may  be 
opened  to  the  taking  of  waterfowl.  The  present  provision  permits  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior,  under  certain  conditions,  to  open  to  hunting 
up  to  25  percent  of  any  area  acquired  with  duck-stamp  funds.  Recent 
legal  study  indicates  that  refuge  lands  acquired  with  other  funds 
pursuant  to  the  Migratory  Bird  Conservation  Act  cannot  be  opened 
to  hunting. 

The  Chairman.  Let  me  ask  this  question:  We  are  dealing  here 
only  with  hunting ;  you  have  some  of  these  lands.  Under  present  law 
can  they  be  opened  for  other  purposes  ? 

Mr.  Janzen.  Our  land  on  our  national  wildlife  refuges  are  used 
for  a  multiplicity  of  purposes;  yes,  sir.  We  have  grazing,  haying, 
agriculture. 

The  Chairman.  I  understand,  though,  the  criteria  is  if  they  don’t 
affect  adversely  the  wildlife,  the  objective  of  the  refuge. 

Mr.  Janzen.  That  is  correct,  sir. 

The  Chairman.  The  reason  I  ask  is,  in  back  of  McNary  Dam  we 
have  created  a  great  man-made  body  of  water.  There  are  some  islands 
in  there,  where  once  in  a  while,  there  are  ducks  and  geese  from  the  fly¬ 
way  during  the  season.  In  the  desert  it  is  more  compelling  to  people 
to  get  boats  and  take  advantage  of  this  body  of  water.  They  wanted 
to  use  some  of  those  islands  for  landing  purposes.  They  have  a  couple 
of  yacht  clubs  in  the  desert.  We  had  discussions  with  the  Department 
as  to  whether  it  should  open  it  up.  I  would  be  the  last  one  to  suggest 
that  they  could  use  it  to  land  there  or  have  picnics  there  if  it  inter¬ 
fered  with  the  purposes  of  the  refuge.  But  if  it  didn’t,  it  can  be  used 
for  other,  generally  speaking,  public  purposes,  such  as  grazing. 

Mr.  Janzen.  That  is  correct.  It  is  our  policy  to  make  those  lands 
available  for  public  use  as  far  as  we  can  go,  as  long  as  it  doesn’t  inter¬ 
fere  with  the  primary  objective  of  the  refuge. 
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The  Chairman.  As  we  acquire  these  lands — and  I  hope  we  will — 
there  are  going  to  be  some  people  who  will  see  them  there  and  think 
that  this  can  be  used  for  this  or  that,  and  we  will  have  a  great  deal  of 
pressure  in  many  cases  to  sometimes  use  them  in  a  wrong  way,  but 
there  could  be  some  public  use  that  might  be  of  benefit  to  a  lot  of 
people. 

Mr.  Janzen.  That’s  right. 

The  Chairman.  I  suppose  the  yachtman  thinks  his  sport  is  just  as 
important  as  the  duck  hunters. 

Mr.  Janzen.  And  many  times,  though,  they  are  the  only  water 
bodies  in  that  section. 

The  Chairman.  This  is  the  only  big  one  there.  But  that  is  the 
criteria.  And  as  far  as  you  know,  that  will  continue  to  be  the  test 
as  we  continue  to  acquire  these  lands  ? 

Mr.  Janzen.  That’s  right,  sir.  I  would  like  to  add  one  other  ob¬ 
servation. 

The  Chairman.  I  might  say  right  here  that  one  of  the  members  of 
this  committee,  who  said  he  couldn’t  be  here  today — Senator  Bible  of 
Nevada — has  a  great  interest  in  this  matter  because  of  the  very  nature 
of  his  State,  his  area.  He  wanted  me  to  ask  you  this  question,  and 
you  have  answered  it.  He  wanted  me  to  ask  you,  and  I  quote  him : 

In  your  opinion,  what  is  needed  from  the  duck-stamp  fund  for  adequate  wet¬ 
lands  acquisition  program?  Isn’t  100  percent  the  only  answer  for  saving  water- 
fowl? 

Mr.  Janzen.  That  is  interesting. 

On  many  refuges  there  is  a  patchwork  of  acquisition  involving  pur¬ 
chases  from  several  sources  of  funds.  In  many  such  areas  no  useful 
purposes  would  be  served  by  opening  25  percent  of  the  scattered,  oft- 
times  noncontiguous  tracts  of  land  acquired  with  duck-stamp  revenues. 
To  correct  this  situation  we  have  recommended  that  the  Secretary  be 
given  authority  to  open  up  to  40  percent  of  any  refuge  which  has  Seen 
or  may  be  required  in  the  future.  If  the  Congress  does  not  favor  the 
opening  of  as  much  as  40  percent  of  a  refuge,  we  sincerely  urge  that 
the  present  provision  for  opening  25  percent  be  expanded  to  include 
any  refuge  lands  regardless  of  the  source  of  funds  or  other  manner 
of  establishment. 

We  suggest  that  this  be  done  by  striking  out  the  present  provision 
for  opening  25  percent  of  duck-stamp  acquired  lands  to  hunting  and 
substituting  in  lieu  thereof  the  following  language : 

Provided,  That  not  to  exceed  25  per  centum  at  any  one  time  of  any  area  which 
heretofore  has  been  or  which  may  hereafter  be  acquired,  reserved,  or  set  apart 
for  the  use  of  the  Department  of  the  Interior  as  an  inviolate  sanctuary  for  wild¬ 
life  under  any  law,  proclamation,  or  executive  order,  may  be  administered  by  the 
said  Secretary,  in  his  discretion,  as  a  wildlife  management  area  within  which 
the  taking  of  migratory  birds  may  be  permitted  under  such  regulations  as  he 
may  prescribe  but  no  such  area  shall  be  opened  to  the  taking  of  migratory 
birds  when  the  said  Secretary  determines  that  the  population  of  such  birds  in 
the  migrations  utilizing  such  area  is  on  a  decline  or  that  such  taking  would  inter¬ 
fere  with  the  primary  purpose  for  which  the  area  was  established  or  is  being 
maintained. 

Right  there  I  would  like  to  add  one  point,  brought  up  in  an  earlier 
discussion,  as  to  the  purpose  of  opening  some  of  these  areas  to  water- 
fowl  hunting. 
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I  was  regional  director  in  the  Middle  West  for  10  years,  and  a  num¬ 
ber  of  those  areas  were  opened  under  my  direction,  so  I  am  quite 
familiar  with  the  history  that  led  to  their  opening. 

In  many  of  these  areas,  especially  our  goose  refuges,  we  built  up 
substantial  populations  of  geese  and  the  hunting  public  is  practically 
excluded  from  participating  in  the  recreation  which  is  furnished  by 
a  public  investment.  In  other  words,  the  entire  benefit  went  to  the 
immediate  surrounding  landowners  who  could  either  keep  off  the 
public  domain  entirely  or  handle  it  any  way  they  wish,  and  usually 
they  handled  it  to  the  point  where  it  greatly  increased  the  value  of 
their  lands,  which  was  all  right,  except  we  felt  that  the  public  should 
be  entitled  to  the  use  of  this  recreation.  We  have,  in  opening  these 
areas,  worked  out  methods  in  the  Middle  West,  opening  a  strip  be¬ 
tween  the  refuge  part  that  remains  closed  and  the  private  lands  on  the 
outside,  which  is  then  opened  to  the  general  public  on  a  permit  or 
limited  basis,  which  means  that  the  public  participates  but  that  the 
total  kill  may  not  be  any  higher  or  much  higher  than  it  would  be  left 
as  it  was  before,  except  that  the  public  at  least  now  participates  in 
the  harvest  as  well  as  the  private  landowners  who  happen  to  be  there 
probably  just  by  accident,  or  they  were  there  first  and  we  put  in  the 
refuge  later. 

The  Chairman.  I  suppose  we  would  run  into  a  conflict  of  two 
theories  here.  If  a  fellow  buys  a  duck  stamp  for  the  purpose  of 
preserving  ducks,  he  wants  to  hunt  ducks. 

Mr.  Janzen.  That’s  right. 

The  Chairman.  And  he  feels  as  you  do,  by  virtue  of  his  contribution 
of  $3  to  create  more  ducks,  that  he  should  be  allowed  to  go  in  and  hunt 
the  ducks  under  conservation  regulations.  Where  you  acquire  other 
lands,  that  comes  out  of  everybody’s  pocket  from  other  funds.  It 
comes  out  of  the  pocket  of  every  citizen  of  the  United  States,  and 
therefore  its  uses  would  have  to  coincide  with  the  general  objective  of 
these  lands,  such  as  Mr.  Peters’  idea,  that  he — the  Audubon  Society 
group — would  pay  for  acquisition  of  those  lands  and  they  would 
surely  have  something  to  say  about  how  you  would  use  them.  But 
the  duck-stamp  lands  were  acquired  for  the  purpose  of  preserving- 
ducks  so  that  they  could  be  hunted. 

Mr.  Janzen.  One  of  the  primary  purposes  of  requesting  that  this 
be  made  applicable  to  other  lands  is  that,  under  a  ruling  we  received 
we  have  to  look  at  the  individual  tract.  In  other  words,  we  may  want 
to  open  a  strip  of  land  which  can  be  managed. 

The  Chairman.  Then  of  course  you  have  these  two  theories  which 
are  applied  to  both  types  of  lands,  but  you  run  into  the  practical  prob¬ 
lem  down  there  where  you  have  a  combination  of  the  group,  and  where 
the  overall  objective  for  everybody  might  be  better  served,  as  I  under¬ 
stand  your  point,  if  you  were  allowed  to  have  a  little  discretion  and 
flexibility  in  the  use  of  those  lands  toward  the  conservation  purposes. 

Mr.  Janzen.  That  is  correct. 

The  Chairman.  Or  without  being  injurious  to  conservation  of 
wildfowl. 

Mr.  Janzen.  That  is  correct.  We  think  this  is  very  important.  In 
fact,  if  this  is  not  done,  we  are  going  to  have  quite  a  problem  working 
out  any  orderly  hunting  on  those  areas. 
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One  other  feature  which  has  been  included  in  the  proposed 
amended  bill  relates  to  effective  dates.  In  order  to  avoid  confusion  as 
to  when  the  price  of  the  stamp  will  be  effected,  it  is  recommended  that 
July  1, 1959,  be  fixed  as  the  effective  date.  In  order  to  give  sufficient 
time  to  revise  the  programing  of  the  funds  budgeted  for  waterfowl 
management  activities,  we  believe  that  the  earmarking  feature  should 
not  be  effective  until  July  1, 1960. 

In  conclusion,  we  believe  that  the  Nation's  waterfowl  program  will 
be  strengthened  under  the  revisions  recommended  by  the  Department. 

That  concludes  my  statement. 

The  Chairman.  Thank  you  very  much.  We  will  put  the  formal 
letter  in  the  record  in  full  when  it  comes  up  next  week,  as  stated 
previously. 

This  hearing  lias  taken  a  new  trend,  in  view  of  the  Department’s 
recommendations.  I  wish  all  you  people  who  are  interested  will  sub¬ 
mit  a  very  brief  statement  on  your  opinions  on  the  Department’s 
recommendations. 

Mr.  Callison.  We  would  be  very  happy  to  do  that. 

The  Chairman.  This  will  conclude  the  hearing  for  today. 

(Thereupon,  at  12 :  51  p.  m.,  the  subcommittee  was  adjourned.) 


FISH  AND  WILDLIFE  LEGISLATION 


FRIDAY,  MARCH  7,  1958 

United  States  Senate, 

Committee  on  Interstate  and  Foreign  Commerce, 
Subcommittee  on  Merchant  Marine  and  Fisheries, 

W ashington,  D.  C . 

The  subcommittee  met,  pursuant  to  adjournment,  at  10 :  30  a.  m.,  in 
room  G-16,  United  States  Capitol,  Hon.  Warren  G.  Magnuson  (chair¬ 
man  of  the  committee)  presiding. 

The  Chairman.  The  committee  will  come  to  order. 

Before  we  proceed  with  the  business  scheduled  for  this  morning, 
yesterday  we  had  witnesses  on  two  bills  in  the  general  field  of  fish  and 
widlife,  and  one  related  to  the  question  of  insecticides  and  the  other 
on  a  question  of  the  allocation  of  duck  stamp  money.  Unfortunately, 
many  of  the  witnesses  that  were  to  appear  could  not  be  here,  because 
you  had  a  convention  in  St.  Louis,  but  some  of  those  people  are  here, 
and  the  Chair  poses  the  question  whether  or  not  you  want  to  make  a 
further  statement  on  the  duck  stamp  proposal  now,  or  wait  until  the 
witnesses  on  this  phase  are  over,  because  I  understand  most  of  you 
want  to  testify  on  that,  too — I  mean  the  organizations  that  are  rep¬ 
resented  here. 

Mr.  Biggs.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  a  statement  to  make  on  duck 
stamp  legislation. 

The  Chairman.  I  suppose  you  are  familiar  with  the  proposal  of 
the  Department  of  the  Interior  which  subsequently  changed  the  situa¬ 
tion,  and  I  suggested  to  the  witnesses  if  they  had  any  comments  to 
make  regarding  that  new  proposal  of  the  Department  of  the  Interior 
that  it  might  be  well  to  do  so  now. 

John,  you  come  up  now  and  we  will  hear  from  you  on  the  duck 
stamp  matter.  I  might  say  to  Senator  Neuberger  of  Oregon,  he  might 
be  interested  in  this,  too.  It  affects  all  of  us  in  that  area. 

This  is  John  Biggs,  head  of  our  State  Game  Department  in  the 
State  of  Washington. 

STATEMENT  OF  JOHN  A.  BIGGS,  PRESIDENT,  INTERNATIONAL 

ASSOCIATION  OF  GAME,  FISH,  AND  CONSERVATION  COMMIS¬ 
SIONERS 

Mr.  Biggs.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

The  International  Association  of  Game,  Fish,  and  Conservation 
Commissioners,  which  it  is  my  honor  to  serve  as  President,  is  com¬ 
posed  of  the  State  and  provincial  game  and  fish  agencies  of  the  United 
States  and  Canada.  These  agencies  are  represented  in  their  associa- 
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tion  by  their  commissioners  or  top  executive  officers.  I  am  the  director 
of  the  Washington  State  Game  Department. 

Under  treaties  with  Canada  and  Mexico,  the  United  States  Fish 
and  Wildlife  Service  of  the  Department  of  the  Interior  has  the  pri¬ 
mary  responsibility  for  the  management  and  conservation  of  migra¬ 
tory  waterfowl  resources.  However,  the  State  game  departments 
cooperate  in,  and  share,  this  responsibility  in  important  ways.  While 
the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  sets  the  seasons  and  bag  limits  and 
promulgates  other  regulations  governing  the  harvest  of  migratory 
game  birds,  the  States  assist  in  the  enforcement  of  those  regulations. 
In  fact,  the  State  agencies  provide  most  of  the  enforcement  manpower. 

It  is  our  duty,  cheerfully  and  voluntarily  accepted,  to  assist  in 
waterfowl  research  and  surveys,  and  to  make  recommendations  per¬ 
taining  to  the  regulations  promulgated  each  year  by  the  Secretary 
of  the  Interior.  Such  recommendations  are  coordinated  and  chan¬ 
neled  through  the  Fly  way  Councils. 

Utilizing  State  funds  and  Federal -aid  moneys  available  under  the 
Pittman-Robertson  Act,  many  of  the  States  have  acquired  or  other¬ 
wise  established  considerable  areas  for  waterfowl  management  pur¬ 
poses.  These  State  areas  supplement  the  Federal  system  of  migra¬ 
tory  bird  refuges. 

The  administration  of  public  hunting  areas  also  falls  upon  the 
shoulders  of  the  State  game  departments  including,  customarily,  such 
portions  of  Federal  refuges  which  may  be  opened  for  public  hunting 
under  present  provisions  of  the  Migratory  Bird  Hunting  Stamp  Act. 

The  States  put  money  and  manpower  into  the  National  Wetlands 
Inventory  completed  in  1955  by  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  and 
referred  to  by  Director  Daniel  H.  Janzen,  of  the  Bureau  of  Sport 
Fisheries  and  Wildlife,  and  in  earlier  testimony  before  this  sub¬ 
committee.  We  concurred  in  the  findings  of  that  inventory,  wliich 
revealed  only  8,820,000  acres  of  high-value  waterfowl  habitat  remain¬ 
ing  in  the  United  States,  and  only  13,617,000  other  acres  that  can 
be  classified  as  of  moderate  value  for  waterfowl. 

We  share  the  national  apprehension — and  we  feel  it  keenly — that 
drainage,  pollution,  encroachments  by  agriculture  and  industry,  and 
other  factors,  may  destroy  this  vital  habitat  before  sufficient  areas 
can  be  brought  under  Federal  and  State  control  to  assure  the  con¬ 
servation  and  future  sound  management  of  a  great  recreational 
resource. 

While  the  Canadian  members  of  our  association  customarily  refrain 
from  asserting  themselves  in  matters  before  the  United  States  Con¬ 
gress,  nevertheless  they  are  full  partners  with  us  in  meeting  the  prob¬ 
lems  of  migratory  bird  management.  They  are  partners  by  virtue 
of  the  facts  of  geography  and  nature,  and  by  virtue  of  the  Interna¬ 
tional  Migratory  Bird  Treaty.  In  speaking  here  as  president  of  the 
international  association,  I  do  not  forget  for  a  moment  the  interests 
of  our  Canadian  neighbors. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  international  association  has  for  several  years 
advocated  amending  the  Duck  Stamp  Act  to  allocate  a  definite  pro¬ 
portion  of  the  receipts  for  acquisition  of  waterfowl  areas.  Justly  or 
unjustly— and  we  feel  the  latter  word  applies— we  have  been  on  the 
receiving  end  of  much  of  the  growing  wrath  of  the  sportsmen  who 
believed,  when  the  Duck  Stamp  Act  was  passed,  that  most  of  the 
money  was  going  into  an  acquisition  program. 
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Therefore  we  commend  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  for  introducing  S. 
2617,  which  would  earmark  65  percent  of  the  receipts  of  the  present 
$2  duck  hunting  fee  for  land  acquisition  purposes.  We  commend 
you  for  the  second  important  provision  in  S.  2617,  namely,  the 
language  in  section  3  authorizing  the  acquisition  of  small  water- 
fowl  production  areas,  which  areas  would  not  be  subject  to  the  in¬ 
violate  sanctuary  provisions  of  the  Duck  Stamp  Act. 

Last  September  9-10,  at  its  447th  annual  meeting  held  in  Las 
Vegas,  Nev.,  the  international  association  adopted  a  reoslution  call¬ 
ing  for  the  earmarking  of  not  less  than  50  percent  of  duck-stamp  rev¬ 
enues  for  wetlands  acquisition,  and  further  recommending  an  in¬ 
crease  in  the  duck-stamp  fee  to  $3.  Our  resolution  also  requested  Con¬ 
gress  to  appropriate  additional  moneys  to  equal  the  contributions  by 
spostsmen  and  to  assure  a  first-class  action  program — in  time  to  save 
the  resource.  A  copy  of  that  resolution  is  herewith  submitted,  and 
with  the  permission  of  the  subcommittee  we  should  like  for  it  to  ap¬ 
pear  as  a  part  of  the  record. 

The  Chairman.  Without  objection,  it  will  be  included  in  the  record. 
(The  document  referred  to  follotvs :) 

International  Association  of  Game,  Fish,  and  Conservation  Commissioners, 
47th  Annual  Meeting,  September  9,  10,  and  11,  1957,  Las  Vegas,  Nev. 

resolution  :  increased  funds  for  wet  lands  acquisition  and  management 

DUCK  STAMPS 

Whereas  there  is  urgent  need  for  the  preservation  of  the  remaining  wet  lands 
of  the  United  States  in  order  to  provide  adequate  breeding  and  wintering  grounds 
for  the  continental  population  of  waterfowl ;  and 

Whereas  there  is  urgent  need  for  public  funds  for  the  acquisition  and  leasing 
by  the  United  States  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  of  the  majority  of  the  8  million 
acres  of  wet  lands  that  are  vital  to  this  conservation  effort  and  funds  are  also 
needed  for  the  development  and  maintenance  of  such  areas ;  and 
Whereas  the  migratory  waterfowl  hunters  of  the  United  States  have  con¬ 
tributed  more  than  $50  million  through  the  purchase  of  duck  stamps  to  perpet¬ 
uate  migratory  waterfowl ;  and 

Whereas  the  duck  stamp,  as  a  means  of  raising  funds  for  the  above-mentioned 
purposes,  was  accepted  by  the  American  public  with  the  pledge  that  the  funds 
would  be  used  primarily  for  wet  land  acquisition  ;  and 

Whereas  Congress  has  failed  to  meet  its  obligation  to  the  millions  of  people 
interested  in  the  preservation  of  waterfowl ;  and 
Whereas  the  waterfowl  resources  of  the  North  American  Continent  are  a 
public  responsibility  recognized  by  international  treaty ;  and 

Whereas  it  is  recognized  that  land  costs  are  much  higher  than  they  were  a 
few  years  ago,  requiring  the  outlay  of  considerably  more  money  to  accomplish 
the  objectives,  which,  coupled  with  a  corresponding  increase  in  other  govern¬ 
mental  costs,  has  rendered  the  present  $2  duck  stamp  inadequate;  Now,  there¬ 
fore,  be  it 

Resolved,  That  the  International  Association  of  Game,  Fish,  and  Conserva¬ 
tion  Commissioners  goes  on  record  approving  a  $1  increase  in  the  duck  stamp 
to  aid  the  above  objectives  with  the  definite  understanding  that  (1)  the  en¬ 
tire  income  from  duck  stamps  will  be  matched  by  appropriations  from  general 
public  funds;  (2)  that  not  less  than  50  percent  of  such  combined  funds  be  al¬ 
located  to  the  acquisition  or  leasing  of  wet  land  areas  for  waterfowl  management 
purposes;  (3)  that  substantial  areas  in  the  so-called  pothole  country  of  the 
Prairie  States  be  acquired  or  leased  for  nesting  and  feeding  grounds;  (4)  that 
not  more  than  40  percent  of  said  funds  be  available  for  administration,  opera¬ 
tion,  management,  and  maintenance  of  said  waterfowl  management  and  wet  land 
areas,  and  (5)  that  the  remainder  be  used  for  enforcement,  and  for  the  dis¬ 
tribution  of  these  stamps. 


62 


FISH  AND  WILDLIFE  LEGISLATION 


Mr.  Biggs.  At  this  point,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  wish  to  add  the  enthu¬ 
siastic  endorsement  of  our  association  to  the  alternative  proposal 
presented  here  yesterday  by  Mr.  Janzen,  speaking  for  his  Bureau, 
the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  and  the  Department  of  the  Interior. 

I  refer  to  his  proposal  that  the  Duck  Stamp  Act  be  amended  to 
provide  a  $3  license  for  hunting  migratory  waterfowl,  and  to  ear¬ 
mark  all  the  revenues  therefrom  for  acquisition  of  wet  lands,  except¬ 
ing  such  sums  as  are  needed  to  reimburse  the  Post  Office  Department 
for  the  cost  of  printing,  distributing,  and  selling  the  stamps. 

Although  our  association  has  not  had  an  opportunity  to  act  on  the 
details  of  this  plan,  it  has  been  considered  by  the  executive  board  of 
the  committee  and  appears  to  have  the  enthusiastic  endorsement  of 
the  entire  organization.  I  have  no  hesitancy  whatsoever  in  saying 
this.  Frankly,  we  never  dreamed  or  felt  that  the  Bureau  of  the 
Budget  could  be  persuaded  to  go  along  with  such  a  realistic  and 
forward-looking  proposal. 

I  am  certain  I  can  pledge  the  full  support  of  our  association  for 
the  additional,  direct  appropriations  that  Congress  will  be  asked 
to  provide  for  maintenance  and  operation  of  the  national  wildlife 
refuges  and  for  other  parts  of  the  waterfowl  program. 

We  favor  the  $3  duck  stamp,  as  endorsed  in  our  resolution  at  Las 
Vegas,  because  if  earmarked,  it  will  provide  a  more  realistic  sum  of 
money  annually  for  wetlands  acquisition.  From  the  standpoint  of 
the  State  game  departments,  I  see  another  important  advantage  to 
earmarking  the  whole  sum  of  the  revenues — 100  percent — for  acqui¬ 
sition  of  waterfowl  management  areas.  Such  an  amendment  to  the 
Duck  Stamp  Act  will  provide  a  dependable,  calculable,  annual  sum 
upon  which  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  can  plan  and  base  its 
acquisition  program.  By  the  same  token,  it  will  permit  the  States  to 
plan  a  definite,  long-range  program  for  the  acquisition  and  develop¬ 
ment  of  State-owned  areas  to  supplement  the  Federal  program. 

If  we  know  the  Federal  Government  is  going  to  have  $6  million 
or  $7  million  annually  for  land  acquisition,  next  year  and  for  years 
to  come,  we  can  then  map  out,  in  cooperation  with  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment,  a  definite  program  and  determine  in  advance  exactly  which 
areas  are  to  be  acquired  and  developed  by  the  Federal  Government, 
and  which  are  to  be  acquired  and  developed  by  the  State  game  de¬ 
partments  utilizing  funds  that  are  available  to  the  States. 

We  also  endorse  the  recommendation  made  by  Mr.  Janzen  that 
the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  be  permitted,  in  his  discretion,  and 
under  certain  conditions,  to  open  for  public  hunting  purposes  up  to 
40  percent  of  any  national  wildlife  refuge.  Such  an  amendment 
would  provide  an  important  tool,  now  lacking  in  many  areas,  for 
the  scientific  management  of  waterfowl  resources. 

Mr.  Chairman,  in  behalf  of  the  International  Association  of  Game, 
Fish,  and  Conservation  Commissioners,  I  respectfully  urge  early  and 
favorable  action  by  your  committee  on  legislation  to  embody  the  rec¬ 
ommendations  presented  here  by  Mr.  Janzen. 

Thank  you  for  the  privilege  of  presenting  our  view. 

The  Chairman.  Thank  you,  John. 

Now,  let  me  ask  just  3  or  4  brief  questions  here. 

The  Department  of  Interior  recommended  as  an  alternative  to  the 
40  percent  that  at  least  legislation — or  the  act  should  be  amended, 
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or  the  law,  allowing  them  to  open  up  25  percent  of  all  the  lands  in  a 
so-called  refuge,  that  is  lands  that  are  acquired  by  duck  stamp  money, 
and  other  lands. 

Under  the  present  law  they  are  now  prohibited  from  opening  up 
the  other  lands  that  are  acquired  directly  by  so-called  appropriations. 

Mr.  Biggs.  That  is  correct. 

The  Chairman.  Now,  in  lieu  of  the  40  percent  which  would  frankly, 
I  think,  run  into  much  more  difficulty,  as  a  legislative  matter,  would 
your  association  in  your  opinion  indorse  the  alternative  ? 

Mr.  Biggs.  I  believe  they  would,  Senator.  We  are  extremely 
anxious  to  provide  some  guaranty  to  the  general  public  of  some  public 
hunting  on  these  refuges. 

The  Chairman.  Then,  also,  the  suggestion  on  the  so-called  pocket 
areas - 

Mr.  Biggs.  The  small  areas. 

The  Chairman.  That  they  have  wide  flexibility  in  those  particular 
areas,  because,  as  a  practical  matter,  I  think  you  would  say  from  our 
own  vast  vast  experience  in  this  matter  that  the  benefit  of  the  small 
areas  is  more  over  the  whole  year  period  and  not  for  just,  say,  the 
hunting  season. 

Mr.  Biggs.  That  is  correct.  We  weren’t  interested  in  that  provision 
of  the  bill. 

The  Chairman.  Now,  the  present  duck  stamp  funds  averaged  a 
little  over  $5  million,  at  $2,  so  we  could  anticipate,  probably,  $7  million 
at  $3. 

Mr.  Biggs.  That  is  correct. 

The  Chairman.  Less  the  $144,000  or  $150,000  for  the  cost  of  print¬ 
ing  the  stamps. 

Mr.  Biggs.  We  feel,  Senator,  the  most  recent  proposal  of  the  Fish 
and  Wildlife  Service  is  by  far  the  best  which  has  been  presented,  and 
we  were  extremely  pleased  to  know  that  it  had  the  clearance  of  the 
Budget  Bureau. 

The  Chairman.  They  are  going  to  send  a  detailed  letter  to  us 
next  Monday  or  Tuesday  on  the  matter. 

Mr.  Biggs.  The  position  of  the  association  has  been  to  allocate  the 
greatest  amount  of  money  possible  for  land  acquisition,  and  our  65  or 
50  percent  figures  were  based  on  what  we  thought  was  the  most  that 
could  be  had. 

The  Chairman.  I  thought  I  was  reaching  pretty  high  with  85,  and 
I  am  very  pleased  with  the  proposal. 

Now,  that  would  mean,  so  those  who  were  not  here  yesterday  can 
keep  the  record  straight,  under  the  present  plan  it  would  take  us 
almost  90  years  to  acquire  the  land  that  is  available  for  this  purpose, 
which  is  rapidly  disappearing  for  various  reasons. 

Mr.  Biggs.  That  is  correct. 

The  Chairman.  Under  the  Senate  bill,  85  percent,  we  would  run 
between  40  and  50  years,  but  if  we  raise  it  to  $3  and  have  the  100  per¬ 
cent,  we  can  probably  achieve  this  program  in  20  to  25  years. 

Now,  another  question;  under  the  Pittman-Robertson  Act,  so  the 
record  is  clear,  the  States  receive  grants-in-aid ;  is  that  correct  ? 

Mr.  Biggs.  That  is  correct ;  yes. 

The  Chairman.  Upon  an  approved  program? 

Mr.  Biggs.  That  is  correct. 
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The  Chairman.  Which  is  sent  to  the  Fish  and  Wildlife;  is  that 
correct  ? 

Mr.  Biggs.  The  program  is  submitted  by  the  State  to  the  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Service  and  approved  by  them. 

The  Chairman.  And  I  suspect  that  there  is  hardly  any  part  of  this 
particular  phase  of  our  Fish  and  Wildlife  program  in  which  the 
States  are  not  in  the  act  in  some  respect. 

Mr.  Biggs.  There  is  a  very  close  partnership  and  working  relation¬ 
ship  between  the  States  and  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  in  water- 
fowl  matters. 

The  Chairman.  Now,  this  poses  a  second  question,  and  being  a 
member  of  the  Appropriations  Committee  I  appreciate  some  of  the 
practical  pitfalls  involved  there,  and  the  Subcommittee  on  Interior, 
incidentally. 

The  Department  of  Interior  I  think  will  estimate  on  Monday  that 
they  are  going  to  have  to  ask  for  about  $3  million  as  a  direct  appro¬ 
priation  to  carry  out  the  management,  policing,  and  other  phases 
of  the  refuge,  and  the  acquisition  of  the  lands. 

I  ask  whether  or  not  the  State  people  think  that  is  enough  to  carry 
out  the  purposes,  or  are  you  short  in  the  management  and  policing 
and  so  on  and  so  forth  ? 

Mr.  Biggs.  Well,  Senator,  there  is  always  need  for  additional  funds 
for  the  management  of  field  life.  At  this  time,  if  there  could  be  as¬ 
surance  that  definite  sums  of  money  in  the  range  of  $6  to  $7  mil¬ 
lion  annually  were  going  into  a  land  acquisition  program  which  would 
probably  provide  for  the  permanency  of  waterfowl  on  this  conti¬ 
nent,  and  that  those  funds  were  being  put  up  by  the  people  who  hunt 
migratory  waterfowl — which  is  true,  they  would  be  paying  for  the 
program  themselves — we  feel  that  the  United  States  Government 
in  the  course  of  maintaining  its  wildlife  resources  might  well  add 
the  additional  funds  which  could  be  $3  million  or  perhaps  somewhat 
more,  even,  to  assure  that  the  values  in  this  land  refuge  program  can 
be  maintained  and  expanded  with  the  proper  use  of  police  powers 
and  management  functions. 

The  Chairman.  And  then  wouldn’t  you  also  create — I  don’t  know 
how  much  interest — but  some  interest  with  those  people  who  do  not 
necessarily  hunt,  who  want  these  things  preserved  ? 

Mr.  Biggs.  I  think  your  point  is  a  very  good  one,  because  we  have 
many  conservation  groups  who  do  not  directly  participate  in  the  har¬ 
vest  of  wildlife,  but  who  have  a  deep  interest  in  it  because  of  other 
reasons.  They  are  nature  lovers. 

The  Chairman.  It  was  suggested  here  yesterday  that  if  everybody 
knew  that  the  $3  was  going  for  land  acquisition,  there  might  be  lots 
of  people  who  would  buy  a  $3  stamp  and  never  hunt  at  all. 

Mr.  Biggs.  I  think  that  is  very,  very  true. 

The  Chairman.  Now,  that  wouldn’t  be  the  chairman  here.  He  is 
out.  there  trying  to  get  them  when  the  season  is  open. 

Mr.  Biggs.  I  know  that. 

The  Chairman.  But  there  would  be  several  people  who  would  be 
interested  from  that  phase  of  it,  because  we  would  know  then  that 
the  program  was  directed  toward  the  overall  preservation  and  con¬ 
servation  of  waterfowl. 

Mr.  Biggs.  And  would  make  it  permanent. 
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The  Chairman.  And  then  we  also  could  have,  as  you  point  out, 
a  pretty  solid  program,  we  know  where  we  are  going  the  next  decade. 

Mr.  Biggs.  We  would  further  afford  common  people  an  additional 
opportunity  to  hunt  waterfowl  on  some  of  these  lands. 

The  Chairman.  We  have  a  lot  of  people  who  do  not  belong  to  a 
duck  club  out  in  our  State — that  is  true  all  over — and  we  must  provide 
a  place  for  them  to  hunt. 

Mr.  Biggs.  More  and  more  we  find  we  have  to  provide  a  place  to 
hunt  for  the  average  license  purchaser. 

The  Chairman.  And  without  this  flexible  provision  in  the  Depart¬ 
ment  to  open  up  certain  areas  when  they  deem  it  advisable,  I  think 
you  will  open  up  more  and  more  to  the  public. 

Mr.  Biggs.  That  is  correct. 

The  Chairman.  And  in  this  case  now  the  public  will  be  participat¬ 
ing  out  of  their  pockets  if  we  have  direct  appropriations. 

Mr.  Biggs.  That  is  correct.  It  is  a  partnership  arrangement. 

The  Chairman.  Thank  you,  John. 

Mr.  Biggs.  Could  I,  while  I  am  sitting  here,  Senator,  say  also  that 
the  international  association  strongly  endorses  your  bill,  S.  2447,  for 
the  control  and  research  program  on  pesticides,  and  we  have  a  resolu¬ 
tion  on  it. 

The  Chairman.  Now,  I  want  to  ask  one  more  question,  and  you 
probably  can’t  answer  this  for  the  association,  but  from  your  own 
personal  experience  in  this  matter,  how  is  that  Mexican  treaty  working 
out,  generally  ? 

Mr.  Biggs.  Well,  we  find,  for  instance - 

The  Chairman.  I  am  not  questioning  the  motives  of  the  people  in 
Mexico  that  entered  into  the  treaty,  but  is  it  being  enforced,  or  are 
they  having  practical  problems  ? 

Mr.  Biggs.  I  think  they  do  have  a  number  of  practical  problems. 
The  difference  is  that  the  people  of  Canada  are  much  more  aware  of 
the  value  of  waterfowl  than  are  the  people  of  Mexico.  However,  we 
notice  a  growing  interest  in  Mexican  administration  of  wildlife. 
Probably  the  situation  is  one  which  has  shown  some  steady  improve¬ 
ment,  I  think. 

The  Chairman.  Are  we  making  any  progress  with  Cuba  ? 

Mr.  Biggs.  I  am  not  familiar  with  that. 

The  Chairman.  There  has  been  little  or  no  cooperation  with  Cuba, 
so  far  ? 

Mr.  Biggs.  That  is  my  understanding. 

The  Chairman.  Of  course,  I  think  sooner  or  later  we  have  to  get 
everybody  in  this  thing  or  we  aren’t  going  to  accomplish  what  we  are 
trying  to  do. 

Mr.  Biggs.  That  is  definitely  true. 

The  Chairman.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Biggs.  Thank  you  very  much,  Senator. 

The  Chairman.  I  would  like  to  accommodate  my  colleague,  Senator 
Neuberger,  and  start  the  hearings  on  his  bill. 

( Whereupon,  at  10 :  50  a.  m.,  the  subcommittee  proceeded  to  further 
business.) 
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THURSDAY,  MARCH  20,  1958 

United  States  Senate, 

Committee  on  Interstate  and  Foreign  Commerce, 
Subcommittee  on  Merchant  Marine  and  Fisheries, 

Washington ,  D.  C. 

The  subcommittee  met,  pursuant  to  notice,  at  2:30  p.  m.,  Hon. 
Warren  G.  Magnuson,  chairman,  presiding. 

The  Chairman.  We  will  continue  with  S.  2617,  on  which  the  com¬ 
mittee  heard  several  witnesses.  The  Department  of  the  Interior  testi¬ 
fied  on  March  7,  1958,  that  they  had  a  new  proposal  to  present  which 
substantially  changes  the  bill.  The  bill,  S.  2617,  provides  that  65 
percent  of  the  funds  received  from  duck-stamp  sale  be  used  in  acqui¬ 
sition  of  areas  for  migratory  waterfowl.  The  Department  is  now 
proposing,  I  understand,  that  100  percent  of  these  funds  less  the 
Post  Office  expense  be  used  for  land  acquisition. 

Secretary  Leffler.  That  is  correct. 

The  Chairman.  They  also  propose  raising  the  price  of  the  duck 
stamp  from  $2  to  $3. 

The  people  who  testified  for  the  original  bill,  S.  2617,  the  Migra¬ 
tory  Bird  Hunting  Stamp  Act,  felt  that  they  were  very  much  in  favor 
of  the  Departments  substitute. 

I  told  those  here  at  that  time,  the  witnesses  representing  many  of 
the  wildlife  organizations  interested,  sportsmen,  and  others,  that  we 
would  hear  from  you  very  briefly  because  the  proposal  was  not  put 
in  writing  at  that  time. 

Secretary  Leffler.  I  see. 

The  Chairman.  Now,  you  can  tell  us  what  you  have  done  in  the 
meantime,  and  then  I  was  going  to  suggest,  because  the  committee 
is  not  here,  that  we  will  close  the  hearing  and  poll  the  committee  on 
getting  the  bill  out  favorably. 

Secretary  Leffler.  For  a  great  many  years,  Senator,  we  have  been 
using  a  great  deal  of  the  money  from  the  sales  of  duck  stamps  for 
purposes  other  than  land  acquisition. 

I  may  say  to  you  quite  frankly  that  when  the  proposal  first  came 
to  me  to  increase  the  duck  stamp  to  $3,  I  was  naturally  for  it,  but  I 
must  confess  I  was  a  little  bit  lukewarm  on  the  matter  because  I  felt 
that  unless  we  could  get  more  money  out  of  the  sale  of  duck  stamps 
for  the  acquisition  of  land  there  was  no  need  to  put  an  extra  dollar 
of  tax  on  the  duck  hunter. 

But  with  the  100  percent  proposal,  with  the  exception  of  what  is 
necessary  for  the  Post  Office,  my  whole  attitude  has  changed  and  I 
want  to  say  I  am  now  enthusiastically  in  support  of  the  $3  duck  stamp 
with  100  percent  acquisition  for  land. 
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When  I  say  “acquisition,”  may  I  explain  this.  I  mean  not  only 
purchase,  but  there  are  many  areas  where  it  will  be  necessary  for  us 
to  either  get  easements  or  leases  on  the  land,  because  many  of  the 
farmers  in  the  Northwest  will  not  sell  a  piece  of  property  out  of  the 
middle  of  their  farm  so  the  only  way  we  can  get  that  for  propagating 
purposes,  I  am  going  to  use  that  phrase,  would  be  to  go  into  a  lease 
on  that. 

The  Chairman.  The  testimony  was  and  the  record  will  show,  I 
think  I  am  correct,  under  the  present  rate  of  acquisition  of  land,  it 
would  take  us  almost  90  years. 

Secretary  Leffler.  It  would  take  us  at  least  that  long. 

The  Chairman.  That  is  to  acquire  what  we  think  is  necessary  for 
a  rounded  migratory  waterfowl  refuge.  Under  the  Senate  bill  with 
65  percent  earmarked  for  acquisition  it  would  take  us  almost  50  years, 
but  under  the  present  proposal  of  the  Department  raising  it  to  100 
percent,  less  the  Post  Office  Department  charges,  and  with  the  duck 
stamp  $3,  we  could  complete  this  program  in  approximately  20  or 
24  years. 

Secretary  Leffler.  Even  less,  unless  the  price  of  land  skyrockets 
in  the  meantime,  because  it  gives  us  in  round  numbers  about  $6  million 
a  year. 

The  Chairman.  I  think  for  the  record  we  ought  to  show  since  the 
enactment  of  March  16  of  1934,  we  have  raised  $54  million  from  the 
sale  of  stamps,  but  only  about  13  percent,  or  $5,570,000  has  gone  to 
land  acquisition  and  we  own  3  million  acres  now. 

Senator  Smathers.  I  am  curious.  We  raise  $50  million  and  four¬ 
teen  is  going  for  land  acquisition.  What  is  the  balance  of  $46  million 
going  for  ?  What  do  you  do  with  this  money  ? 

Secretary  Leffler.  The  actual  amount  of  money  that  we  received 
after  the  Post.  Office  charges  was  $49,431,000,  out  of  the  $54  million 
that  the  Senator  mentioned. 

The  Post  Office  Department  got  theirs  out  of  it.  Then  land 
acquisition  took  another  $7,449,908.  Enforcement  received  $6,490,950  ; 
research,  $2,287,519.  Refuge  maintenance,  $18,395,573.  Refuge  de¬ 
velopment,  $10,513,588.  Engineering,  $676,650.  Administration, 
$1,925,814.  And  what  we  call  river-basin  studies  or  wetlands  studies, 
$681,670.  That  is  the  way  the  money  went. 

And  that  $7,449,908 — that  was  all  that  was  available  for  land 
acquisition. 

The  Chairman.  Yes.  We  have  a  breakdown  in  the  record  for  the 
first  hearing  for  a  typical  year — what  is  proposed  for  1959. 

Secretary  Leffler.  That  is  right. 

The  Chairman.  Which  shows  the  land  acquisition  to  be  only  one 
million  six  out  of  5  million — out  of  $5,548,000  under  the  present  law. 

Secretary  Leffler.  That  is  correct. 

The  Chairman.  Then,  it  was  stated  by  the  Department  that  for 
operation,  maintenance,  management,  enforcement,  and  all  those 
things,  that  then  you  would  come  to  the  Appropriations  Committee 
of  the  Congress  and  ask  for  X  number  of  dollars  to  maintain  the 
national  migratory  management  areas? 

Secretary  Leffler.  That  is  correct. 

The  Chairman.  Which  will  make  better  bookkeeping  for  us,  too. 

Secretary  Leffler.  Yes.  And  you  know  how  much  money  we  are 
putting  into  it. 
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The  Chairman.  I  want  to  commend  the  Department  on  this  move 
because  I  think  it  will  make  better  bookkeeping  and  let  us  know  where 
we  stand.  Then  we  can  go  on  and  complete  the  program  in  a  short 
period  of  time  because,  Senator  Thurmond,  all  these  land  areas  that 
are  available,  are  gradually  getting  more  and  more  valuable.  Al¬ 
though  the  price  now  averages  about  $40  an  acre,  if  we  stall  around 
too  long,  it  might  go  much  higher. 

I  think  the  testimony  will  show  that  we  anticipate  about  10  million 
or  12  million  acres  before  we  are  done. 

Secretary  Leffler.  The  total,  the  States  and  ours,  would  be  about 
1214  million  acres  of  which  we  would  probably  want  to  take  on  about 
7%  million  acres,  or  approximately  4  more  million  acres. 

The  Chairman.  We  will  put  the  substitute,  the  amendment  in  the 
record  in  full.  And  that  is  what  the  committee  will  consider.  And 
your  letter  to  the  committee  in  full,  as  sent  to  us  on  March  11. 

(The  information  is  as  follows:) 

Department  of  the  Interior, 

Office  of  the  Secretary, 
Washington ,  D.  C.,  March  11,  1958. 

Hon.  Warren  G.  Maqnuson, 

Chairman,  Committee  on  Interstate  and  Foreign  Commerce, 

United  States  Senate,  Washington,  D.  C. 

Dear  Senator  Magnuson  :  The  Senate  Committee  on  Interstate  anil  Foreign 
Commerce  has  before  it  for  consideration  S.  2617,  a  bill  to  amend  the  Migratory 
Bird  Hunting  Stamp  Act  of  March  16, 1934,  as  amended. 

In  its  present  form  the  bill  would  modify  the  existing  act  in  the  following 
respects:  (1)  Not  less  than  65  percent  of  the  revenue  derived  from  the  sale  of 
migratory  bird  hunting  stamps,  commonly  referred  to  as  duck  stamps,  would  be 
available  for  the  location,  ascertainment,  and  acquisition  of  inviolate  migratory 
bird  refuges;  (2)  not  more  than  20  percent  would  be  available  for  administra¬ 
tion,  maintenance,  and  development  of  refuges  and  for  surveys  and  investiga¬ 
tions  involving  migratory  waterfowl;  and  (3)  the  remaining  15  percent  would 
be  available  for  inforcing  laws  for  the  protection  of  migratory  birds  and  for  the 
cost  of  printing  and  distributing  the  duck  stamps. 

On  February  14,  1958,  this  Department  recommended  that  this  bill  not  be 
enacted.  This  adverse  recommendation  was  prompted  by  the  fact  that  no  basis 
exists  for  earmarking  65  percent,  in  contrast  to  some  other  percentage,  for  land 
acquisition  and,  more  importantly,  by  the  knowledge  that  such  earmarking  of  the 
revenues  from  the  present  $2  duck  stamp  would  fall  short  of  meeting  the  im¬ 
mediate  needs  for  land  acquisition.  This  legislation  has  since  received  further 
study  and  it  has  been  concluded  that  the  widespread  demand  and  recognized 
need  for  an  accelerated  program  of  refuge  land  acquisition  can  best  be  met  by 
2  major  changes  in  the  law  which  provides  the  source  of  funds  for  purchasing 
refuge  lands. 

The  first  of  the  suggested  changes  proposes  an  increase  in  the  cost  of  the 
duck  stamp  from  $2  to  $3  and  the  second  would  authorize  the  use  of  the  reve¬ 
nues  thus  produced  (after  deducting  the  cost  involved  in  the  printing  and  sale 
of  the  stamps)  for  land  acquisition  and  incidental  administrative  expenses.  In 
addition  to  the  need  for  amendatory  legislation  to  increase  the  price  of  the  duck 
stamp  and  authority  to  utilize  the  net  proceeds  of  duck-stamp  sales  for  refuge 
land  acquisition,  certain  other  amendments  to  the  present  act  are  desirable  to 
facilitate  better  management  of  refuge  lands.  To  accomplish  the  objectives 
hereafter  explained  in  greater  detail,  we  recommend  that  S.  2617  be  amended 
to  conform  to  the  accompanying  draft  and  urge  that,  as  so  amended,  the  bill 
receive  prompt  and  favorable  consideration  by  the  Congress. 

S.  2617,  if  amended  to  read  as  indicated  in  our  suggested  revision,  would 
accomplish  the  following  objectives  : 

i 

The  price  of  the  duck  stamp  would  be  increased  from  the  present  price  of  $2 
to  $3.  With  the  increased  cost  of  land,  equipment,  and  materials  and  higher 
salaries  and  wages  since  the  last  increase  in  the  price  of  the  duck  stamp  effected 
in  1949,  such  a  price  increase  is  essential  to  produce  more  revenue  from  the 
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sportsmen  who  primarily  benefit  from  this  program,  and  thus  make  it  possible 
to  increase  materially  the  rate  of  progress  in  the  acquisition  and  eventual  de¬ 
velopment  of  migratory  bird  refuges. 

There  has  been  considerable  discussion  during  the  past  2  years  concerning 
the  necessity  for  increasing  the  price  of  the  duck  stamp.  At  the  September 
1907  meeting  of  the  International  Association  of  Game,  Fish,  and  Conservation 
Commissioners  ( the  official  organization  of  the  State  fish  and  game  conserva¬ 
tion  departments),  a  resolution  was  adopted  which  included,  among  other  fea¬ 
tures,  the  recommendation  that  the  price  of  duck  stamps  be  increased  to  $3. 
Similarly,  the  Admisory  Committee  to  the  Assistant  Secretary  for  Fish  and  Wild¬ 
life,  a  group  composed  of  leading  conservationists,  made  a  like  recommendation 
at  its  December  1957  meeting.  Several  of  the  State  federations  of  sportsmen’s 
clubs  and  regional  game  associations  have  adopted  similar  resolutions.  Conse¬ 
quently,  we  believe  there  will  be  general  support  for  the  increase  in  the  price 
of  duck  stamps  provided  such  an  increase  is  accompanied  by  assurances  to  the 
contributing  sportsmen  that  there  will  be  an  accelerated  program  of  acquisition 
of  waterfowl  habitat. 

ii 

After  deducting  the  cost  of  printing  and  distributing  the  duck  stamps,  all  of 
the  revenues  would  be  available  for  expenditure  for  the  location,  ascertainment, 
and  acquisition  of  lands  for  migratory  bird  refuges  and  waterfowl  production 
areas. 

At  the  present  time,  the  4  flyway  councils  and  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 
are  cooperating  in  the  development  and  implementation  of  long-range  plans 
for  the  management  of  waterfowl  in  each  fly  way,  including  the  acquisition  of 
necessary  habitat.  It  is  contemplated  that  there  will  be  a  State-by-State  ap¬ 
praisal  of  the  remaining  habitat  and  a  determination  of  the  areas  which  should 
be  preserved  and  by  which  governmental  agency.  This  cooperative  venture  is 
fully  in  keeping  with  the  concept  of  State-Federal  partnership.  The  States  have 
demonstrated  a  deep  interest  in  and  a  willingness  to  share  the  burdens  incident 
to  the  management  of  these  valuable  resources.  These  surveys  and  appraisals 
of  the  remaining  habitat  are  in  process  or  about  to  begin  and  will  form  the  basis 
of  future  acquisitions.  Although  final  figures  are  not  now  available  to  indicate 
the  total  acreage  to  be  acquired  by  the  Federal  Government,  it  is  obvious  that 
funds  in  much  larger  amounts  must  be  devoted  to  land  purchases  than  has 
been  possible  during  past  years  if  we  are  to  preserve  as  waterfowl  habitat  even 
a  minimum  portion  of  the  remaining  areas  of  marsh  and  wet  lands. 

The  primary  objective  of  our  present  proposal  is  to  acquire  vital  waterfowl 
habitat  while  the  opportunity  for  such  an  accomplishment  is  still  available  even 
though  it  may  be  necessary  to  defer  for  some  years  the  development  of  these 
lands.  The  loss  of  such  lands  through  drainage  and  subsequent  use  for  agricul¬ 
tural,  urban,  and  industrial  development  continues  at  a  rapid  pace  and  only 
by  placing  such  lands  under  Federal  control  through  purchase  or  lease  can  we 
hope  to  preserve  sufficient  acreage  to  provide  essential  breeding,  feeding,  resting, 
and  wintering  areas  in  this  country  to  accommodate  the  needs  of  migratory 
waterfowl. 

Although  it  is  estimated  that  it  will  cost  an  average  of  $40  per  acre  for  the 
land  and  expenses  incident  to  acquisition,  this  cost  is  relatively  insignificant 
when  compared  to  what  the  cost  would  be  following  improvement  and  develop¬ 
ment  by  the  landowners. 

Not  all  of  the  habitat  to  be  acquired  will  require  development  or  extensive 
maintenance.  However,  some  areas  will  require  improvement  for  maximum 
waterfowl-use  purposes,  but  this  improvement  will  be  undertaken  only  on  the 
basis  of  actual  need,  as  determined  by  the  Department  in  keeping  with  Federal 
responsibilities  and  requirements.  In  conducting  our  future  programs  following 
the  enactment  of  this  legislation,  we  will  request  funds  through  the  normal 
budgetary  processes  for  the  development,  maintenance,  and  operation  of  refuges, 
to  carry  on  law  enforcement,  and  to  conduct  the  surveys  and  research  which  are 
essential  to  the  proper  management  of  our  migratory  bird  resources. 

in 

The  Secretary  of  the  Interior  would  have  discretionary  authority  to  open  a 
maximum  of  40  percent  of  any  refuge  to  the  hunting  of  migratory  waterfowl. 
Presently,  this  authority  is  limited  to  25  percent  of  the  land  acres  acquired  with 
duck  stamp  funds.  Frequently,  the  checkerboard  pattern  which  has  resulted 
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from  the  use  of  several  sources  of  funds  in  refuge  land  acquisition  makes  the 
opening  of  even  25  percent  of  the  lands  acquired  with  duck  stamp  funds  imprac¬ 
ticable.  Each  waterfowl  area  has  individual  characteristics  which  require 
greater  latitude  in  management  than  is  now  permissible.  Discretionary  latitude 
in  the  opening  of  national  waterfowl  refuge  lands  to  public  hunting  would  make  it 
possible  to  compensate  for  seasonal  variations  in  the  quality  of  feeding  and 
resting  grounds  resulting  from  water  conditions  and  many  other  factors  beyond 
the  control  of  management.  A  further  consideration  is  the  frequent  need  of 
allowing  additional  hunting  to  cope  with  problems  of  waterfowl  depredation 
or  to  allow  for  an  adequate  harvest  of  species  in  abundance.  It  would  also 
make  it  possible  to  take  prompt  corrective  action  in  dealing  with  devastating 
eruptions  of  botulism  or  other  waterfowl  diseases. 


IV 


To  further  implement  the  management  features  referred  to  under  III  and  to 
enhance  opportunities  for  saving  the  remaining  small  marshes  in  the  principal 
waterfowl  production  areas  of  the  United  States,  the  proposed  substitute  bill 
would  give  special  recognition  to  the  desirability  of  bringing  these  lands  under 
Federal  control,  while  at  the  same  time  permitting  waterfowl  hunting  to  continue 
unabated.  The  production  grounds  of  the  Dakotas,  Minnesota,  and  Montana 
represent  the  principal  waterfowl  breeding  grounds  in  the  continental  United 
States.  A  program  of  preservation  through  control  by  Federal  acquisition  of 
fee  title  or  lease  agreement  is  contemplated  to  insure  the  continued  availability 
of  these  lands  for  breeding  purposes.  One  of  the  chief  objections  on  the  part 
of  the  landowners  under  present  law  would  be  the  inevitable  curtailment  of 
hunting.  Obviously,  it  would  not  be  feasible  to  open  to  hunting  either  25  or 
40  percent  of  each  2-  to  10-acre  marsh.  Moreover,  these  areas  freeze  over  early 
and  offer  only  limited  hunting  opportunities.  Since  hunting  activities  would 
in  no  way  interfere  with  the  primary  purpose  for  which  these  areas  will  be 
established,  it  is  proposed  that  they  be  designated  as  management  areas  not 
subject  to  any  statutory  restriction  with  respect  to  hunting. 

An  effective  date  for  the  proposed  increase  in  the  price  of  the  duck  stamp 
would  be  fixed  at  July  1,  1959,  to  avoid  unnecessary  fiscal  complications.  Like¬ 
wise,  to  permit  an  essential  realinement  of  the  fiscal  program  of  the  Bureau  of 
Sport  Fisheries  and  Wildlife,  July  1,  1960,  would  be  fixed  as  the  date  following 
which  the  net  proceeds  from  duck  stamp  revenues  would  be  devoted  exclusively 
to  land  acquistion. 

The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  has  advised  that  there  is  no  objection  to  the 
submission  of  this  report  to  your  committee. 

Sincerely  yours, 


Ross  Leffler, 

Assistant  Secretary  of  the  Interior. 


[S.  2617,  85th  Cong.,  2d  sess.] 

AMENDMENT  (in  the  nature  of  a  substitute)  Intended  to  be  proposed  by  Mr. 
Magnuson  (by  request)  to  the  bill  (S.  2617)  to  amend  the  Migratory  Bird 
Hunting  Stamp  Act  of  March  16,  1934,  as  amended,  viz:  Strike  out  all  after 
the  enacting  clause  and  insert  the  following : 

That  section  2  of  the  Migratory  Bird  Hunting  Stamp  Act  of  March  16,  1934, 
as  amended  (48  Stat.  451;  16  U.  S.  C.  718b),  is  amended  by  striking  out  “$2” 
and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  “$3”. 

Sec.  2.  Subsections  (a)  and  (b)  of  section  4  of  such  Act  (16  U.  S.  C.  718d) 
are  amended  to  read  as  follows  : 

“(a)  So  much  as  may  be  necessary  shall  be  used  by  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior  to  make  advance  allotments  to  the  Post  Office  Department  at  such 
times  and  in  such  amounts  as  may  be  mutually  agreed  upon  by  the  Secretary  of 
the  Interior  and  the  Postmaster  General  for  direct  expenditure  by  the  Post 
Office  Department  for  engraving,  printing,  issuing,  selling  and  accounting  for 
migratory  bird  hunting  stamps  and  moneys  received  from  the  sale  thereof. 

“(b)  Except  as  authorized  in  subsection  (c)  of  this  section,  the  remainder 
shall  be  available  for  the  location,  ascertainment,  and  acquisition  of  suitable 
areas  for  migratory  bird  refuges  under  the  provisions  of  the  Migratory  Bird 
Conservation  Act  and  for  the  administrative  costs  incurred  in  the  acquisition 
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of  such  areas :  Provided,  That  not  to  exceed  40  per  centum  at  any  one  time  of 
any  area  which  heretofore  has  been  or  which  hereafter  may  be  acquired,  re¬ 
served,  or  set  apart  for  the  use  of  the  Department  of  the  Interior  as  an  in¬ 
violate  sanctuary  for  migratory  birds  under  any  law,  proclamation,  or  Executive 
order  may  be  administered  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  in  his  discretion, 
as  a  wildlife  management  area  within  which  the  taking  of  migratory  game 
birds  may  be  permitted  under  such  regulations  as  he  may  prescribe:  Provided 
further.  That,  notwithstanding  the  fact  that  such  lands  constitute  public  prop¬ 
erty,  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  shall  comply  with  the  requirements  of  section 
4  of  the  Administrative  Procedure  Act  (60  Stat.  23S)  in  issuing  regulations 
pursuant  to  the  preceding  provisio.” 

Sec.  3.  Section  4  of  such  Act  is  further  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof 
a  new  subsection  as  follows : 

“(c)  The  Secretary  of  the  Interior  is  authorized  to  utilize  funds  made  avail¬ 
able  under  subsection  (b)  of  this  section  for  the  purposes  of  such  subsection, 
and  such  other  funds  as  may  be  appropriated  for  the  purposes  of  such  subsection, 
or  of  this  subsection,  to  acquire,  or  defray  the  expense  incident  to  the  ac¬ 
quisition  by  gift,  devise,  lease,  purchase,  or  exchange  of,  small  wetland  and 
pothole  areas,  interests  therein,  and  rights-of-way  to  provide  access  thereto. 
Such  small  areas,  to  be  designated  as  ‘Waterfowl  Production  Areas’,  may  be 
acquired  without  regard  to  the  limitations  and  requirements  of  the  Migratory 
Bird  Conservation  Act,  but  all  of  the  provisions  of  such  Act  which  govern  the 
administration  and  protection  of  lands  acquired  thereunder,  except  the  in¬ 
violate  sanctuary  provisions  of  such  Act,  shall  be  applicable  to  areas  acquired 
pursuant  to  this  subsection.” 

Sec.  4.  The  amendment  made  by  the  first  section  of  this  Act  shall  become 
effective  on  July  1,  1959.  The  amendment  made  by  section  2  of  this  Act  mak¬ 
ing  available  the  net  proceeds  of  all  moneys  received  in  the  migratory  bird 
conservation  fund  for  the  location,  ascertainment,  and  acquisition  of  Water- 
fowl  Production  Areas  and  suitable  areas  for  migratory  bird  refuges  shall  be¬ 
come  effective  on  July  1,  1960.  The  remaining  amendments  made  by  this  Act 
shall  become  effective  on  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act.  Any  unobli¬ 
gated  balance  remaining  in  the  migratory  bird  conservation  fund  on  June  30, 
1960,  shall  thereafter  be  available  for  expenditure  only  for  the  purposes  speci¬ 
fied  in  the  Migratory  Bird  Hunting  Stamp  Act  of  March  16,  1934,  as  amended 
by  this  Act. 

Senator  Thurmond.  You  think  this  $1  will  be  sufficient  to  do  what 
you  want  to  do  ? 

The  Chairman.  Yes.  If  we  use  it  all  100  percent,  less  around 
$144,000.  They  have  to  pay  the  Post  Office  Department  to  make  the 
stamps  and  sell  them.  It  will  all  go  to  land  acquisition  and  all  this 
amount  of  money  they  have  been  using  for  enforcement,  maintenance, 
management,  and  so  forth,  they  will  come  down  with  a  clean  bill  to 
the  Budget,  this  is  what  it  costs  us  to  run - 

Senator  Thurmond.  You  feel  this  ought  to  be  done  ? 

The  Chairman.  Yes. 

Senator  Thurmond.  And  you  recommend  it? 

Secretary  Leffler.  Yes,  sir.  May  I  make  one  little  statement? 

Senator  Thurmond.  That  is  all  I  want  to  know. 

Secretary  Leffler.  May  I  make  one  little  statement  in  connection 
with  this  ? 

The  Chairman.  Yes. 

Secretary  Leffler.  We  have  discussed  this  in  connection  with  mi¬ 
gratory  birds.  It  is  our  feeling  we  acquire  many  of  the  marshlands 
along  the  Atlantic  seaboard  in  order  to  protect  our  commercial  fishing 
industries  in  there,  because  if  we  lose  those  marshes  along  the  sea- 
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coast  which  is  the  habitat  of  oysters,  shrimp,  and  menhadden,  it  will 
mean  an  economic  loss  to  many  or  most  States. 

The  Chairman.  I  think  we  ought  to  put  in  the  record,  and  the  staff 
can  do  this,  a  breakdown  by  States  where  the  refuges  are  located. 
Secretary  Leffler.  There  is  a  map  and  a  tabulation  of  that,  too. 
The  Chairman.  We  will  put  the  tabulation  in  the  record,  so  every¬ 
body  can  look  at  it. 

Secretary  Leffler.  And  that  gives  not  only  the  location,  but  the 
tabulation  gives  the  area  of  each  one  of  them. 

(The  information  is  as  follows :) 


Table  1. — Migratory  bird  refuge  lands — Annual  report  of  the  migratory  bird  conservation  commission,  showing  for  the  fiscal  year  1957,  by 
refuges  and  States,  lands  purchased  and  leased  with  duck  stamp  funds  and  through  other  sources,  and  showing  at  the  close  of  the  fiscal  year 
the  cumulative  total  cost  and  acreage  of  duck  stamp  lands  together  with  cumulative  totals  of  donations,  other  acquisitions,  and  total  acreage  of 
migratory  bird  refuge  lands 
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See  footnotes  at  end  of  table. 


Table  1. — Migratory  bird  refuge  lands — Annual  report  of  the  migratory  bird  conservation  commission,  showing  for  the  fiscal  year  1957,  by 
refuges  and,  States,  lands  purchased  and  leased  with  duck  stamp  funds  and  through  other  sources,  and  showing  at  the  close  of  the  fiscal  year 
the  cumulative  total  cost  and  acreage  of  duck  stamp  lands  together  with  cumulative  totals  of  donations,  other  acquisitions,  and  total  acreage  of 
migratory  biid  refuge  lands — Continued 
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See  footnotes  at  end  of  table. 


Table  1. — Migratory  bird  refuge  lands — Annual  report  of  the  migratory  bird  conservation  commission,  showing  for  the  fiscal  year  1957,  by 
refuges  and  States,  lands  purchased  and  leased  with  duck  stamp  funds  and  through  other  sources,  and  showing  at  the  close  of  the  fiscal  year 
the  cumulative  total  cost  and  acreage  of  duck  stamp  lands  together  with  cumulative  totals  of  donations,  other  acquisitions,  and  total  acreage'of 
migratory  bird  refuge  lands — Continued 
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State  and  unit 

Montana: 

Benton  Lake - - - 

Black  Coulee _ 

Bowdoin _ 

Creedman  Coulee _ 

Fort  Peck  4 _ 

Hailstone _ 

Halfbreed  Lake - - - 

Hewitt  Lake _ 

Lake  Mason _ i - 

Lake  Thibadeau _ 

Lamesteer _ 

Medicine  Lake, _ 

Nine-Pipe _ 

Pablo _ 

Pishkun _ 

Red  Rock  Lakes _ 

Willow  Creek _ 

Total  (17  units) - - - - - 

Nebraska: 

Crescent  Lake - - - 

North  Platte - - - 

Valentine -  - - 

Total  (3  units) . .  -  - -  -  - 

Nevada: 

Anaho  Island _ 

Fallon _  _  _ _  _ -  -  . 

Ruby  Lake _ 

Stillwater..  ...  .  .  .  . . . .  -- 

Winnemucca _ _ ... - 

Total  (5  units) -  - - - - 
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Table  1. — Migratory  bird  refuge  lands — Annual  report  of  the  migratory  bird  conservation  commission,  shotting  for  the  fiscal  year  1957, 
by  refuges  and  States,  lands  purchased  and  leased  with  duck  stamp  funds  and  through  other  sources,  and  showing  at  the  close  of  the 
fiscal  year  the  cumulative  total  cost  and  acreage  of  duck  stamp  lands  together  with  cumulative  totals  of  donations,  other  acquisitions, 
and  total  acreage  of  migratory  bird  refuge  lands — Continued 
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The  Chairman.  I  see  in  North  Carolina  you  have  Cape  Romain, 
Carolina  Sandhills,  Santee,  and  some  acres  around  Savannah. 

Secretary  Leffler.  The  Savannah  refuge  is  a  little  bit  in  Georgia 
and  most  of  it  in  South  Carolina. 

The  Chairman.  One  other  thing,  in  the  proposal,  you  suggest  you 
be  allowed  to  open  up  for  hunting  40  percent  of  the  refuge  areas. 

Secretary  Leffler.  Where  it  can  be  done  without  any  damage. 

The  Chairman.  You  will  look  at  the  general  situation,  the  fly  ways, 
and  the  flights,  and  the  condition  of  the  migratory  waterfowl  and  if 
you  feel  it  is  not  going  to  deplete  our  normal  flight,  you  open  it  for 
hunting  and  that  would  give  you  some  flexibility. 

Secretary  Leffler.  That  is  correct. 

The  Chairman.  What  about  the  pockets  that  you  have  around — 
small  ones,  just  for  the  fly  ways. 

Secretary  Leffler.  Where  we  have  what  I  call  propagation  areas? 

The  Chairman.  Yes. 

Secretary  Leffler.  Those  would  not  be  closed  to  hunting  after  the 
birds  had  propagated. 

The  Chairman.  Several  of  them  supplement  these  big  refuges  ? 

Secretary  Leffler.  That  is  right.  And  a  good  many  of  those  are 
in  the  North  and  the  Middle  West. 

The  Chairman.  They  are  along  the  regular  fly  ways. 

Now  I  wanted  to  ask  you  this  question :  There  is  a  House  bill,  a  bill 
that  passed  the  House — H.  R.  10679,  to  amend  the  Migratory  Bird 
Stamp  Act — which  sets  out  waterfowl  producing  areas,  such  as  small 
areas,  shall  not  be  classified  as  national  wildlife,  and  shall  not  be  sub¬ 
ject  to  the  sanctuary  provisions  of  the  act.  How  would  that  affect  this 
bill? 

Secretary  Leffler.  I  believe  you  will  find,  Senator,  that  has  been 
incorporated  in  the  present  suggestion. 

The  Chairman.  That  is  to  create  these  pockets,  as  I  call  them, 
which  supplement  the  whole  refuge  and  migratory  management  pro¬ 
gram  ? 

Secretary  Leffler.  That  is  correct. 

Senator  Thurmond.  Do  I  understand  all  S.  2617  does  is  increase 
the  price  of  the  stamp  from  $2  to  $3  and  with  that  money  you  are 
going  to  provide  proper  facilities  to  better  care  for  wildlife  ? 

Secretary  Leffler.  That  is  right,  Senator  Thurmond.  Because 
desirable  refuge  land  is  shrinking  rapidly. 

Senator  Thurmond.  Then  the  entire  $3  is  to  be  used  to  purchase 
land  and  other  facilities  for  wildlife. 

Senator  Lausche.  How  long  has  the  fee  been  at  $2  ? 

Secretary  Leffler.  Since  1934. 

Senator  Lausche.  So  that  making  it  $3,  on  the  basis  of  the  pur¬ 
chasing  power  of  the  dollar,  it  would  be  less  now  than  it  was  in  1934  ? 

Secretary  Leffler.  Thas  is  correct,  sir. 

The  Chairman.  We  found,  Senator  Lausche,  and  Senator  Thur¬ 
mond,  that  all  of  the  wildlife  organizations,  and  all  of  the  sportsmen’s 
groups,  people  who  buy  the  bulk  of  the  duck  stamps,  were  all  pleased 
with  this  new  proposal.  They  were  supporting  my  original  bill  on 
65  percent,  because  originally  the  intent  of  the  duck  stamp  was  to 
acquire  land  but  it  has  turned  out  since  1934  we  have  collected  $54 
million  and  only  $5  million  has  been  for  the  acquisition  of  land,  for  wet 
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lands,  for  the  migratory  bird  management  areas.  And  at  the  present 
rate,  if  we  did  not  do  that,  it  would  take  us  almost  100  years  to  acquire 
the  necessary  12  million  acres  that  seems  to  be  necessary. 

Under  my  act  it  would  still  be  45  to  50  years,  but  under  the  100 
percent  and  the  raise  to  3,  we  could  complete  it — I  think  is  the  testi¬ 
mony — in  22  or  23  years. 

Senator  Lausche.  I  think  I  am  correct  in  the  statement  that  we  have 
accepted  the  1934-39  dollars  as  being  par.  And  that  today  the  dol¬ 
lar  is  worth  48  cents. 

So  if  you  take  $3  and  multiply  it  by  48,  you  would  be  getting  $1.44 
in  1959,  as  compared  to  $2  in  1934. 

The  Chairman.  And  in  the  meantime  the  value  of  these  wet  lands 
or  marshes  have  gone  up.  Right  now  they  are  averaging  about  $40 
an  acre. 

Senator  Thurmond.  You  used  to  buy  them  at  2  or  3  dollars  an 
acre. 

Secretary  Leffler.  That  is  right. 

The  Chairman.  We  want  to  complete  this  program.  As  a  matter 
of  fact,  the  Audubon  Society  testified  if  they  were  sure  all  this  money 
was  going  for  acquisition,  which  the  bill  makes  mandatory,  a  great 
many  of  their  members  would  buy  the  duck  stamp  with  no  intention 
of  going  hunting,  but  only  to  help  preserve  the  waterfowl  areas. 

Senator  Lausche.  Sportsmen  are  supporting  it? 

The  Chairman.  Yes.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  they  came  in  en  masse 
to  support  my  bill  at  65  percent  and  were  just  delighted  with  the 
fact  the  Department  showed  up  and  said  let  us  not  only  endorse  that 
but  let  us  go  further  and  make  it  100  percent  and  get  on  with  this 
program. 

Secretary  Leffler.  May  I  make  this  comment:  I  think  that  this 
is  one  of  the  most  important  pieces  of  conservation  legislation  put 
before  the  Senate  or  the  House  in  many  a  year. 

The  Chairman.  And  most  of  the  duck  hunters  who  buy  the  stamp 
are  not  going  to  complain  about  the  extra  dollars  if  they  know  it  is 
going  for  this  purpose.  Then  it  makes  better  bookkeeping,  too.  I  re¬ 
peat  this  because  for  management  and  the  other  operations  they  have 
been  using  this  duck  stamp  fund  for  they  will  come  now  to  Congress 
with  a  clean  request  from  the  Department  of  Interior  for  appropria¬ 
tions,  to  say  we  need  X  number  of  dollars  to  manage  the  national 
migratory  bird  areas.  It  makes  better  bookkeeping  all  right. 

Secretary  Leffler.  Yes,  sir. 

The  Chairman.  Are  there  any  further  questions  ? 

(No  response.) 

The  Chairman.  The  chairman  will  put  in  the  record  several  letters 
which  have  been  received  since  the  first  hearings  from  all  kinds  of 
organizations,  directors  of  committees,  the  Izaak  Walton  League,  and 
others. 

(These  letters  follow  testimony  of  March  20.) 

Senator  Thurmond.  Just  put  in  whatever  you  think  ought  to  be 
put  in. 

I  have  a  radio  program  at  5  minutes  to  3  o’clock.  Are  you  going 
to  take  up  that  other  matter  or  not  today  ? 

The  Chairman.  I  think  we  can  finish  this  now.  If  there  are  no 
objections,  I  am  going  to  have  the  clerk  poll  the  committee  on  the 
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duck  stamp  bill  and  we  will  report  that  favorably  if  the  poll  reacts 
favorably,  which  I  am  sure  it  will. 

(Whereupon,  at  2:50  p.  m.,  the  committee  proceeded  to  further 
business.) 

(The  following  material  was  submitted  for  the  record :) 

Statement  by  Charles  H.  Callison,  Conservation  Director,  National  Wild¬ 
life  Federation,  Washington,  D.  C.,  on  S.  2617  and  Other  Proposals  for 

Amending  the  Duck  Stamp  Act,  S5th  Congress,  2d  Session 

The  National  Wildlife  Federation  is  a  nonprofit  citizens’  organization  made 
up  of  affiliated  State  wildlife  federations  and  sportsmen’s  leagues  in  the  various 
States,  Alaska,  Hawaii,  and  the  District  of  Columbia.  The  State  and  Terri¬ 
torial  affiliates,  through  their  own  member  clubs  and  local  chapters,  represent 
collectively  a  total  of  some  2  million  members,  making  the  federation  the 
Nation’s  largest  conservation  organization. 

Our  organization  has  for  several  years  advocated  amending  the  Migratory 
Bird  Hunting  Stamp  Act  to  earmark  a  definite  and  major  portion  of  the  duck- 
stamp  receipts  for  acquisition  of  waterfowl  refugees  and  management  areas. 
Our  reason  for  advocating  such  amendments  is  twofold  : 

First,  the  sportsmen  and  other  conservationists  of  America  feel  the  duck- 
stamp  revenues  have  not  been  used  as  was  intended  by  Congress  and  by  the 
duck  hunters  who  willingly  supported  this  tax  upon  themselves.  The  hunters 
understood  the  primary  purpose  of  the  duck  stamp  was  to  supply  funds  to 
acquire  lands  for  the  Federal  migratory-bird-refuge  system. 

Secondly,  we  feel  the  wetlands-acquisition  program  must  be  speeded  up  on 
a  crash  basis  to  assure  the  future  of  waterfowl  resources.  The  remaining 
areas  of  waterfowl  habitat  are  disappearing  too  rapidly — through  drainage, 
pollution,  siltation,  filling  in,  and  other  factors. 

Therefore,  we  commend  and  thank  the  distinguished  chairman  of  this  com¬ 
mittee,  Senator  Magnuson,  for  introducing  S.  2617  and  thus  bringing  this  prob¬ 
lem  to  the  attention  of  the  Senate.  We  endorse  the  objectives  and  principles 
of  S.  2617,  but  now  we  are  in  a  position  to  go  even  further  with  our  recom¬ 
mendations. 

At  the  1958  annual  convention  of  the  National  Wildlife  Federation,  held 
February  28-March  1  and  2  at  St.  Louis,  Mo.,  the  delegates  voted  overwhelm¬ 
ingly  for  a  resolution  calling  for  an  increase  in  the  duck-stamp  fee  to  $3, 
provided  at  least  65  percent  of  the  revenues  were  allocated  by  law  for  acqui¬ 
sition  of  waterfowl-habitat  areas.  A  copy  of  that  resolution  is  herewith  sub¬ 
mitted  and,  with  the  permission  of  the  committee,  we  request  it  be  printed 
in  the  record. 

You  will  note  in  the  “whereases”  of  this  resolution  we  set  forth  the  facts 
regarding  national  wetlands  needs  and  the  basis  for  our  recommending  a  $3 
duck  stamp. 

This  resolution  was  adopted  in  onr  convention  by  a  vote  of  36  yeas  to  4 
noes,  with  representatives  from  9  States  abstaining.  A  record  of  that  vote,  for 
the  information  of  committee  members  and  the  Congress,  follows : 

Voting  “yes”  :  Alaska  Sportsmen’s  Council,  represented  by  A.  W.  “Bud’’  Boddy ; 
Arizona  Game  Protective  Association,  William  H.  Beers ;  Arkansas  Wildlife 
Federation,  Raymond  Farris:  Colorado  Wildlife  Federation,  Inc.,  Harry  G. 
Sims;  District  of  Columbia  Wildlife  Federation,  George  Crossette;  Florida 
Wildlife  Federation,  Dr.  H.  R.  Wilber;  Georgia  Sportsmen’s  Federation,  Col. 
C.  H.  S.  Russell ;  Illinois  Federation  of  Sportsmen’s  Clubs,  William  E.  Hewitt : 
All  Iowa  Conservation  Council,  Inc.,  Marshall  E.  Reichart ;  Kansas  Association 
for  Wildlife,  Bob  Bailey ;  the  League  of  Kentucky  Sportsmen,  Arthur  S.  Curtis ; 
Maine  Fish  and  Game  Association,  Inc.,  M.  Lenwood  Royal ;  League  of  Mary¬ 
land  Sportsmen,  Russell  S.  Orr ;  Michigan  United  Conservation  Clubs,  Volmar 
Miller ;  Minnesota  Conservation  Federation,  Cliff  Sakry ;  Mississippi  Wildlife 
Federation,  J.  W.  Howell ;  Conservation  Federation  of  Missouri,  Ed  Stenger ; 
Montana  Wildlife  Federation,  Tom  Deckert ;  Nevada  Federated  Sportsmen, 
Inc.,  proxy ;  Federated  Sportsmen’s  Clubs  of  New  Hampshire,  Inc.,  Paul  H. 
Knowlton;  New  Mexico  Wildlife  and  Conservation  Association,  Elliott  S.  Bar¬ 
ker  ;  North  Carolina  Wildlife  Federation,  Inc.,  Turner  W.  Battle ;  North  Dakota 
Wildlife  Federation,  Arthur  Thoraldson ;  League  of  Ohio  Sportsmen,  Carl 
Knirk ;  Oklahoma  Outdoor  Council,  E.  E.  Townsend ;  Oregon  Wildlife  Federa¬ 
tion,  Bruce  L.  Yeager;  South  Carolina  Wildlife  Federation,  A.  M.  Quattlebaum; 


FISH  AND  WILDLIFE  LEGISLATION 


87 


South  Dakota  Wildlife  Federation,  Dr.  James  Schaeffer  ;  Tennessee  Conservation 
League,  Mayland  H.  Muse ;  Sportsmen’s  Clubs  of  Texas,  Inc.,  Cecil  Reid ;  Utah 
Wildlife  Federation,  LeRoy  H.  dander ;  Virginia  Wildlife  Federation,  John 
C.  Williams;  Washington  State  Sportsmen’s  Council,  Inc.,  W.  S.  Vickerman; 
West  Virginia  Sportsmen  Unlimited,  Hansel  B.  Poling;  Wisconsin  Federation 
of  Conservation  Clubs,  Les  Woerpel ;  and  Wyoming  Federation  of  Sportsmen’s 
Clubs.  Chiles  P.  Plummer. 

Voting  “no”  :  Alabama  Wildlife  Federation,  represented  by  Charles  D.  Kelley ; 
California  Wildlife  Federation,  George  D.  Difani;  Delaware  Federation  of 
Sportsmen  and  Conservation  Clubs,  Inc.,  William  Baxter,  Jr.;  and  New  Jersey 
State  Federation  of  Sportsmen’s  Clubs,  Walter  C.  Mooney,  Sr. 

Abstaining:  Connecticut  State  League  of  Sportsmen's  Clubs,  Inc.;  Idaho 
Wildlife  Federation;  Indiana  State  Conservation  Advisory  Committee;  Lou¬ 
isiana  Wildlife  Federation,  Inc. ;  Massachusetts  Conservation  Council ;  Nebraska 
Council  of  Sportsmen’s  Clubs ;  Pennsylvania  Federation  of  Sportsmen’s  Clubs ; 
Rhode  Island  Wildlife  Federation ;  and  Vermont  Federation  of  Sportsmen’s 
Clubs. 

The  State  delegates  who  abstained  from  voting  on  the  duck-stamp  resolution 
explained  they  did  so  because  their  own  State  organizations  had  not  had  an 
opportunity  to  consider  a  proposed  increase  in  the  duck  stamp  and  that,  there¬ 
fore,  they  felt  they  were  uninstructed.  (Copy  of  resolution  attached.) 

INTENT  OF  CONGRESS  REGARDING  DUCK-STAMP  FUNDS 

As  an  indication  of  the  thinking  in  Congress  at  the  time  the  original  duck 
stamp  was  passed  in  1934,  we  offer  the  following  excerpt  from  Senate  Report 
No.  145  of  the  73d  Congress,  1st  session,  on  S.  1658,  the  Senate  companion 
bill  to  H.  R.  5632.  which  became  the  Migratory  Bird  Hunting  Stamp  Act  (Pub¬ 
lic  Law  174,  73d  Cong.)  : 

“It  becomes  increasingly  necessary  to  restore  the  nesting  areas  throughout  the 
country  and  provide  sanctuaries  for  the  waterfowl  in  their  migrations  north 
and  south  across  the  continent. 

“Measured  by  the  needs  of  other  governmental  activities  at  this  time  the 
amount  is  relatively  small,  yet  of  vast  importance  to  the  future  of  the  entire 
conservation  program  with  which  dovetails  the  work  now  going  on  in  reforesta¬ 
tion  and  its  allied  activities. 

“Lands  were  never  cheaper  than  now.  Posterity  will  applaud  the  importance 
of  immediate  purchase  of  several  hundred  thousand  acres  needed  throughout 
America  for  this  purpose  and  on  which  immediate  employment  will  be  necessary 
to  complete  the  restoration.” 

Frankly,  Mr.  Chairman,  we  were  astonished  but  nonetheless  thrilled  and  en¬ 
couraged  to  hear  the  proposal  presented  by  Mr.  Janzen  on  behalf  of  the  Service 
and  the  Department  of  the  Interior.  As  Mr.  John  Biggs  expressed  the  reaction  of 
the  International  Association  of  Game,  Fish,  and  Conservation  Commissioners, 
we  never  dreamed  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  would  be  persuaded  to  approve 
such  a  realistic  and  forward-looking  attack  on  the  critical  waterfowl  conserva¬ 
tion  problem. 

However,  we  are  quick  to  admit  that  this  new  proposal  offers  a  better  deal 
for  waterfowl  and  a  more  realistic  and  simpler  program  than  the  one  advocated 
in  our  own  recently  adopted  resolution.  Therefore,  we  respectfully  request 
this  subcommittee  and  the  full  committee  to  amend  S.  2617  to  incorporate  the 
provisions  of  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  proposal.  Without  hesitation  I  can 
pledge  the  wholehearted  support  and  best  efforts  of  the  National  Wildlife  Fed¬ 
eration  and  affiliated  groups  for  the  additional,  direct  appropriations  that  will 
be  necessary  to  provide  funds  for  the  development,  maintenance,  and  operation 
of  the  refuge  system  and  for  other  parts  of  the  waterfowl  program  that  have 
for  years  been  financed  wholly  or  partly  with  duck  stamp  funds. 

A  83  duck  stamp,  all  to  be  used  for  acquisition,  will  provide  some  $6% 
million  annually  for  wetlands  acquisition.  Such  a  Federal  program,  supple¬ 
mented  by  similar  acquisition  and  management  programs  that  can  be  carried 
out  by  the  State  game  departments  with  State  funds,  will  assure  the  perpetuation 
of  continental  waterfowl  resources.  It  will  assure  for  future  generations  the 
unique  and  irreplaceable  sporting,  recreational,  and  esthetic  values  of  these 
resources. 

We  endorse  the  provision  of  S.  2617  that  provides  for  leasing  or  acquisition  of 
small  ivetland  areas  to  be  used  for  waterfowl  nesting  grounds  but  not  subject 
to  the  inviolate  sanctuary  provisions  of  the  existing  law.  We  favor  retaining 
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in  essence  the  present  provision  that  permits  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior, 
under  certain  conditions,  to  open  to  public  hunting  purposes  up  to  25  percent  of 
the  area  of  any  refuge  although  it  perhaps  should  be  made  clear,  either  by 
specific  language  or  by  a  declaration  of  intent  in  the  committee  report,  that 
this  discretion  should  not  be  exercised  on  some  of  the  relatively  small  refuges. 
Dr.  Ira  N.  Gabrielson,  president  of  the  Wildlife  Management  Institute,  has  sug¬ 
gested  this  provision  be  made  to  apply  only  to  refuges  of  5,000  acres  or  greater 
in  size.  This  is  perhaps  a  sound  suggestion.  Otherwise,  we  endorse  specifically 
the  language  proposed  in  Mr.  Janzen’s  statement,  which  would  give  the  Secre¬ 
tary  a  little  more  leeway  for  scientific  waterfowl  management. 

Attached  are  two  reprints  from  the  National  Wildlife  Federation’s  Conserva¬ 
tion  News  that  we  should  like  to  have  printed  in  the  record,  with  the  permission 
of  the  committee.  The  first,  from  the  August  1,  1957,  issue  of  Conservation 
News,  reports  the  results  of  a  survey  of  sportsman  sentiment  on  the  question 
of  increasing  the  duck  stamp.  This  survey  was  carried  out  in  Wisconsin  by 
Representative  Lester  Johnson  with  the  cooperation  of  the  Wisconsin  Federation 
of  Conservation  Clubs.  It  is  striking  evidence  that  sportsmen,  as  always,  are 
willing  to  pay  the  bill  for  conservation  measures  provided  the  money  is  used  as 
it  is  intended  to  be  used. 

The  other  reprint,  from  the  issue  of  December  15,  1957,  is  entitled  “Who  Is 
Going  to  Pay  for  Saving  Waterfowl?”  It  expresses  the  considered  opinion  of 
the  staff  of  the  National  Wildlife  Federation  that  the  only  way  to  save  water- 
fowl  is  to  increase  the  duck  stamp  and  that  the  sportsmen  of  America,  when 
they  know  the  facts,  will  be  quite  willing  to  pay  the  necessary  cost.  Our  opinion 
was  borne  out  in  the  action  of  the  Federation  convention  at  St.  Louis  endorsing 
a  $3  duck  stamp. 

In  conclusion,  we  wish  to  thank  the  committee  for  this  opportunity  of  pre¬ 
senting  our  views  and  for  its  considered  and  constructive  approach  to  this  and 
other  natural  resource  problems. 


National  Wildlife  Federation,  22d  Annual  Meeting,  St.  Louis,  Mo., 
February  28  and  March  1  and  2,  195S 

RESOLUTION  NO.  10 — EARMARKING  AND  INCREASING  THE  DUCK  STAMP 

Whereas  the  waterfowl  resources  of  the  North  American  Continent  have  been 
drastically  reduced  during  the  past  century  due  to  the  destruction  of  natural 
habitat  through  drainage,  pollution,  siltation,  agricultural  development,  and 
other  factors ;  and 

Whereas  the  destruction  of  natural  wetlands  continues  today  at  an  accelerated 
pace ;  and 

Whereas  the  foremost  waterfowl  authorities  of  government  and  private  agen¬ 
cies  have  agreed  that  the  resource  cannot  be  maintained  at  present  levels,  nor 
the  future  of  the  great  sport  of  waterfowl  hunting  assured,  except  through  the 
acquisition,  preservation,  and  management  of  essential  marsh  areas  by  Federal 
and  State  wildlife  agencies,  and  that  a  total  of  12%  million  acres  of  desirable 
wetlands  may  be  considered  the  minimum  goal  of  such  acquisition ;  and 

Whereas  it  has  been  proposed  and  generally  agreed  that  the  State  share  of  this 
goal  should  be  5  million  acres ;  and  that  the  United  States  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Service  (Bureau  of  Sport  Fisheries  and  Wildlife)  should  acquire  some  7% 
million  acres,  of  which  about  3%  million  acres  already  have  been  acquired  and 
encompassed  within  existing  national  wildlife  refuges,  leaving  4  million  acres 
yet  to  be  acquired  with  Federal  funds ;  and 

Whereas,  when  the  Duck  Stamp  Act  was  passed  in  1934  and  again  when  the 
act  was  amended  in  1949  to  increase  the  fee  from  $1  to  $2,  it  was  the  belief  and 
intent  of  sportsmen  and  other  supporting  conservationists  that  the  primary 
purpose  was  to  provide  funds  for  the  acquisition  of  waterfowl  areas,  and  yet  of 
some  $54  million  in  total  revenues  collected  since  1934,  less  than  15  percent  has 
been  expended  in  land  acquisition ;  and 

Whereas  even  if  all  of  the  revenues  from  the  present  $2  fee,  totaling  some 
$4,500,000  per  year,  were  allocated  for  acquisition,  these  funds  would  be  insuffi¬ 
cient  to  complete  the  Federal  share  of  the  necessary  acquisition  program  before 
continued  drainage  and  other  factors  make  suitable  wetland  areas  unavailable; 
and 

Whereas  the  only  extensive,  high-producing  waterfowl  nesting  area  left  in  the 
United  States — the  prairie-pothole  region  of  the  Dakotas  and  Minnesota — is 


FISH  AND  WILDLIFE  LEGISLATION 


89 


being  diminished  at  a  rapid  rate  through  agricultural  drainage:  Now,  therefore, 
be  it 

Resolved,  That  the  National  Wildlife  Federation  urgently  requests  the  Con¬ 
gress  to  recognize  the  critical  nature  of  the  waterfowl  problem  and  to  enact 
legislation  without  delay  amending  the  Duck  Stamp  Act  as  follows : 

(1)  Increase  the  migratory  bird  hunting  license  fee  from  $2  to  $3; 

(2)  Allocate  not  less  than  65  percent  of  duck  stamp  revenues  for  land 
acquisition  of  waterfowl  areas ; 

(3)  Authorize  the  use  of  a  portion  of  such  funds  for  the  establishment 
of  waterfowl  production  areas  or  less  than  500  contiguous  acres,  such  areas 
not  to  be  subject  to  the  inviolate  sanctuary  provisions  of  the  Duck  Stamp 
Act;  be  it  further 

Resolved,  That  the  National  Wildlife  Federation  urges  the  Congress,  in  recog¬ 
nition  of  the  general  public  interest  in  waterfowl  conservation  over  and  above 
the  hunting  use,  and  in  accordance  with  Federal  obligations  under  the  migratory 
bird  treaties  with  Canada  and  Mexico,  to  provide  additional  direct  appropria¬ 
tions  out  of  general  revenues  for  waterfowl  conservation  purposes. 


[Conservation  News,  August  1,  1957,  issue,  National  Wildlife  Federation] 
Wisconsin  Hunters  Favor  Duck  Stamp  Boost  If  Earmarked 

Would  waterfowl  hunters  stand  hitched  for  an  increase  in  the  present  $2 
duct-stamp  free?  Some  conservation  leaders  and  legislators  have  contended  they 
would,  pointing  to  the  long  and  willing  record  made  by  American  sportsmen 
in  paying  the  costs  of  conservation  programs.  Others  have  asserted  they  would 
not,  because  of  dissatisfaction  with  the  way  duck-stamp  funds  have  been  used 
in  the  past. 

Of  some  $52  million  collected  from  duck  and  goose  hunters  since  the  Migratory 
Bird  Hunting  Stamp  Act  was  passed  in  1934,  less  than  15  percent  has  been  spent 
for  buying  land.  Acquisition  of  waterfowl  refuges  and  management  areas 
was  generally  and  publicly  understood  to  be  the  main  purpose  of  the  duck  stamp 
as  a  source  of  revenue  when  the  act  was  originally  passed  and  again  when  it 
was  amended  in  1949  to  increase  the  fee  from  $1  to  $2. 

One  thing  all  agree  to :  More  funds  are  needed  urgently  to  buy  duck  marshes 
before  the  remaining  wetlands  disappear  down  the  drainage  ditches — and  the 
ducks  disappear  with  them. 

Representative  Lester  Johnson  of  Wisconsin,  who  has  worked  harder  than 
any  other  Member  of  Congress  for  an  expanded  program  of  wetlands  acquisi¬ 
tion,  decided  to  find  out  how  the  duck  hunters  felt  about  a  boost  in  the  duck 
stamp — at  least  the  hunters  in  his  own  district.  He  sent  a  questionnaire  to 
members  of  sportsmen’s  clubs  in  his  district,  and  through  the  cooperation  of 
Les  Woerpel,  executive  secretary  of  the  Wisconsin  Federation  of  Conservation 
Clubs,  a  similar  poll  was  made  of  clube  leaders  throughout  the  State.  The  ques¬ 
tionnaire,  or  “ballot,”  was  worded  as  follows : 

Lester  Johnson, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.  C. 

_ Yes.  I  favor  increasing  the  present  $2  duck-stamp  fee 

to  $4  providing  50  percent  is  specifically  earmarked  for  wetlands  ac¬ 
quisition. 

_ Yes.  I  favor  increasing  the  present  $2  duck-stamp  fee 

to  $3  providing  50  percent  is  specifically  earmarked  for  wetlands  ac¬ 
quisition. 

_ No.  I  am  against  any  increase  in  the  present  $2  duck- 

stamp  fee. 

Other  opinion,  if  any : 

Signed - 

Name  Address  City 

“There  is  no  doubt  that  the  solid  majority  of  hunters  would  accept  an 
increase  in  the  duck  stamp,  with  the  earmarking  of  funds,  in  order  to  attack 
the  wetlands  purchase  problem,”  Mr.  Johnson  reported  after  tabulating  the 
results. 
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“In  the  Ninth  District,  for  instance,  77  percent  of  the  hunters  who  sent  in 
ballots  on  my  poll  said  they  would  accept  a  $1  or  $2  increase  in  the  fee  for  that 
specific  purpose. 

“14  percent  would  accept  a  $4  stamp. 

“63  percent  would  accept  a  $3  stamp. 

“21  percent  wanted  no  change  in  the  present  $2  stamp. 

“2  percent  voiced  varying  other  views. 

“Conservation  leaders  outside  the  district  agreed  substantially  wuth  this 
viewpoint  with  74  percent  favoring  a  raise  of  some  kind,  30  percent  for  the 
$4  stamp  and  44  percent  for  a  $3  stamp.  Considering  the  overall  figures,  75 
percent  of  the  hunters  replying  said  they  would  accept  a  raise  of  either  $1  or 
$2  to  achieve  a  definite  wetlands  acquisition  program. 

“In  all  fairness  I  should  point  out  that  many  hunters  who  opposed  any 
increase  did  so  on  the  solid  ground  of  past  experience.  Even  though  a  specific 
provision  for  earmarking  funds  was  written  into  the  questions  on  raising  the 
fee,  a  large  number  pointed  bitterly  to  past  experience  and  opposed  any  more 
increases.” 

The  Wisconsin  Congressman  said  he  would  continue  to  press  for  action  on 
pending  legislation  that  would  earmark  65  percent  of  present  duck-stamp  reve¬ 
nues  for  locating  and  acquiring  waterfowl  areas ;  20  percent  for  development, 
maintenance,  and  administration  of  refuges;  and  15  percent  for  enforcement 
and  overall  administrative  costs.  Mr.  Johnson  is  the  author  of  H.  R.  8471,  a 
bill  to  accomplish  this  kind  of  reallocation.  A  similar  bill,  sponsored  by  Con¬ 
gressman  Frank  W.  Boykin  of  Alabama  (H.  R.  8699),  was  approved  by  Mr. 
Boykin’s  Subcommittee  on  Fisheries  and  Wildlife  but  has  been  delayed  in  the 
full  House  Committee  on  Merchant  Marine  and  Fisheries. 


[Conservation  News,  December  15,  1957,  issue,  National  Wildlife  Federation] 

Who  Is  Going  to  Pay  fob  Saving  Waterfowl? 

Probably  the  most  critical,  single  problem  facing  wildlife  managers  today 
is  the  rapid  and  steady  shrinkage  of  waterfowl  habitat.  Drainage  is  pulling 
the  plug  on  wetlands  all  along  the  migration  routes.  From  Texas  to  Florida 
and  up  the  Atlantic  coast,  coastal  and  inland  marshes  are  disappearing  before 
the  onslaught  of  drainage  and  filling  for  agricultural,  industrial,  and  urban 
developments.  Ditching  for  mosquito  control,  stream  straightening,  dredging 
and  dumping  of  spoil  for  navigation  projects,  siltation  and  pollution — all  are 
taking  a  deadly  toll. 

During  the  past  15  years  farm  drainage,  much  of  it  induced  by  Federal 
subsidies,  has  eliminated  a  million  acres  of  high-quality  nesting  habitat  in  the 
prairie-marsh  region  of  the  Dakotas  and  Minnesota.  Canadians,  following  the 
United  States  example,  are  stepping  up  drainage  projects  in  the  duck  factory 
of  the  prairie  provinces. 

The  best  planners  in  the  business  are  agreed  waterfowl  can  be  saved,  and 
the  future  of  duck  and  goose  hunting  assured,  if  12%  million  acres  of  good 
wetlands  can  be  brought  into  public  ownership  and  thereby  saved  from  destruc¬ 
tion.  The  national  wetlands  inventory  of  1954-55  disclosed  less  than  23  million 
acres  remaining  in  the  United  States  than  can  be  classified  as  good  or  moderate 
waterfowl  habitat. 

The  plan  is  to  have  Uncle  Sam  acquire  4  million  acres  to  add  to  the  nearly 
3%  million  acres  now  in  the  Federal  refuge  system.  The  State  game  depart¬ 
ments,  it  is  hoped,  will  continue  to  build  up  their  waterfowl  areas  to  a  total  of 
5  million  acres  which,  added  to  Uncle  Sam’s  7%  million,  would  make  the  12% 
million  total. 

As  in  the  past,  some  wetlands  will  be  given  or  bequeathed  to  wildlife  agencies 
by  conservation-minded  citizens;  some  will  be  transferred  from  other  Govern¬ 
ment  agencies.  But  such  areas  will  be  small.  Most  of  it  will  have  to  be 
bought — and  on  a  rising  real  estate  market.  Who  is  going  to  pay  the  bill?  The 
answer  seems  obvious. 

The  duck  hunters  themselves  are  going  to  have  to  pick  up  the  check.  The 
editors  of  Conservation  News  have  no  doubt  the  sportsmen  of  America  will 
rise  to  the  occasion.  They  have  paid  the  bill  for  wild  game  management  since 
the  first  stirrings  of  the  conservation  movement  in  the  last  century. 
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Money  for  State  acquisition  will  have  to  come  largely  from  hunting  licenses 
and  Federal  aid  (Pittman-Robertson),  the  latter  in  turn  supplied  through 
excise  taxes  paid  by  sportsmen  on  guns  and  ammunition. 

What  about  the  additional  marshes  needed  to  complete  the  Federal  system 
of  waterfowl  refuges?  If  the  4  million  acres  can  be  acquired  for  an  average  of 
$40  per  acre,  the  total  will  cost  $160  million. 

The  present  $2  duck  stamp,  now  purchased  annually  by  some  2%  million 
hunters  (and  some  philatelists),  brings  in  about  $4%  million  per  year.  If  all 
this  were  spent  for  acquisition,  it  would  take  nearly  40  years  to  complete  the 
program.  Long  before  that,  if  present  drainage  trends  continue,  there  would 
be  no  more  wetlands  left  to  acquire. 

Sportsmen  are  unhappy — understandably  so — about  the  fact  that  of  the  $54 
million  collected  in  duck-stamp  fees  since  the  Migratory  Bird  Hunting  License 
Act  was  passed  in  1934,  less  than  15  percent  has  gone  for  acquisition  of  water- 
fowl  areas.  The  Budget  Bureau  and  economy-minded  Congressmen  who  failed 
to  understand  the  conservation  purpose  have  forced  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Serv¬ 
ice,  year  after  year,  to  spend  most  of  the  money  for  development  and  mainte¬ 
nance,  surveys,  enforcement,  and  other  parts  of  the  waterfowl  program. 

But  now  there  are  increasing  signs  that  the  hunters  are  facing  up  to  the 
task.  They  are  beginning  to  realize  that  if  they  are  going  to  have  decent 
shooting  10  years  from  now,  or  if  their  sons  are  going  to  know  the  thrill  of 
watching  a  flight  swing  into  the  decoys,  the  duck-stamp  fee  has  to  be  increased. 
Ponder  that  $2  fee  next  time  you  outlay  $3.25  for  a  box  of  shells. 

But  as  a  first  or  concurrent  step,  the  law  has  to  be  changed  to  earmark  the 
receipts  and  make  certain  the  money  will  be  used  as  intended — primarily  for 
the  acquisition  of  vital  wetlands. 

Here  are  some  of  the  signs  : 

Last  summer  Congressman  Lester  Johnson  polled  the  membership  of  sports¬ 
men’s  clubs  in  Wisconsin.  He  found  that  3  out  of  4  would  accept  an  increase 
in  the  duck  stamp — provided  at  least  half  the  revenue  was  earmarked  for 
acquisition. 

At  their  1957  annual  meeting  members  of  the  International  Association  of 
Game,  Fish,  and  Conservation  Commissioners — representing  the  State  wildlife 
agencies — adopted  a  resolution  calling  for  a  $3  duck  stamp  and  50  percent 
earmarking.  This  is  significant  because  many  State  game  directors  have  looked 
upon  the  Federal  fee  as  competition  with  their  own  fund-raising  systems. 

In  recent  months  the  Georgia  Sportsmen’s  Federation,  the  Utah  Wildlife 
Federation  and  other  State  and  local  sportsmen’s  groups  have  resolved  in  favor 
of  a  boost  in  the  duck  stamp — -with  earmarking.  The  National  Wildlife  Fed¬ 
eration  will  consider  such  a  resolution  at  its  national  convention  in  St.  Louis 
February  28-March  1  and  2. 

The  Fish  and  Wildlife  Advisory  Committee  to  the  Department  of  Interior 
has  urged  the  Department  to  support  a  bill  increasing  the  fee  to  $3  and  ear¬ 
marking  half  the  receipts  for  acquisition. 

Even  a  $3  duck  stamp  wouldn’t  yield  enough  money  to  get  the  total  job  done, 
but  it  wTould  provide  a  good  start.  Then  perhaps  Congress  can  be  persuaded  to 
appropriate  other  funds  for  waterfowl  conservation.  Quite  apart  from  the  tax 
on  hunters,  the  Federal  Government  has  an  obligation  to  protect  and  conserve 
migratory  birds  under  solemn  international  treaties  with  Canada  and  Mexico. 


Statement  op  Dr.  Spencer  M.  Smith,  Jr.,  Secretary  of  the  Citizens  Committee 
on  Natural  Resources,  in  Behalf  of  S.  2617 

Many  proposals  and  counterproposals  have  been  made  to  achieve  what  the 
hunters  and  sports  enthusiasts  thought  was  being  achieved  some  time  ago  when 
the  duck-stamp  program  was  initiated.  It  was  thought  at  that  time  that  the 
money  was  going  to  support  needed  habitat  for  ducks  and  other  waterfowl. 

The  present  legislation  earmarks  65  percent  of  the  present  $2  waterfowl 
hunting  license  fee  for  acquisition  of  waterfowl  areas.  Since  the  introduction 
of  this  legislation,  a  counterproposal  to  raise  the  duck-stamp  fee  to  $3  and  allo¬ 
cate  100  percent  for  wetlands  has  been  offered.  Certainly  this  suggested  amend¬ 
ment  receives  the  support  of  the  Citizens  Committee  on  Natural  Resources.  The 
committee  supports  such  an  earmarked  device  even  though  it  is  generally  con¬ 
curred  that  such  earmarking  of  funds  is  contrary  to  the  best  fiscal  procedures. 
But  the  hope  of  obtaining  sufficient  funds  by  direct  appropriations  has  not  been 
24349—58 - 7 
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satisfactory  and  the  acquisition  of  sufficient  waterfowl  areas  has  become  in¬ 
creasingly  difficult  imtil  now  it  is  mandatory  that  some  direct  and  specific  action 
be  undertaken.  The  original  allocation  bill  was  insufficient  to  meet  the  need 
involved.  The  present  attempts  seem  to  give  every  indication  that  they  are 
more  commensurate  with  the  problems  to  be  solved. 

The  goal  agreed  upon  for  the  perpetuation  of  waterfowl  resources  has  been 
a  Federal  refuge  system  of  some  7%  million  acres.  Since  these  refuges  at 
the  present  constitute  about  3%  million  acres,  about  4  million  acres  would  be 
required  to  meet  the  stipulated  goal.  Even  if  the  proposal  of  the  $3  duck  stamp 
with  100  percent  earmarked  for  the  acquisition  of  waterfowl  areas  were  carried 
out,  it  would  take  somewhere  between  20  and  30  years  to  acquire  the  needed  4 
million  acres.  As  the  Director  of  the  Bureau  of  Sport  Fisheries  and  Wildlife,. 
Mr.  Daniel  H.  Janzen,  has  indicated,  this  new  approach  providing  greater  funds 
would  accelerate  the  rate  of  acquisition  but  would  more  importantly  permit 
dealing  with  the  most  egregious  problems  now. 

From  our  understanding  of  many  sportsmen’s  groups,  we  feel  that  they  would 
gladly  pay  the  exti-a  dollar  assessment,  but  that  they  are  most  anxious  that 
some  change  in  the  present  law  be  effected  to  guarantee  that  these  funds  would 
be  spent  to  provide  watei-fowl  and/or  wet-land  ai-eas.  It  is  also  assumed  that 
they  would  oppose  such  increase  unless  positive  assurances  can  be  granted 
concerning  the  use  of  the  money  for  the  purpose  it  is  intended. 


The  Izaak  Walton  League  of  America,  Inc., 

Washington,  D.  C.,  March  6, 1958. 

Hon.  Warren  G.  Magnuson, 

Chairman,  Subcommittee  on  Merchant  Marine  and  Fisheries, 

Committee  on  Interstate  and  Foreign  Commerce, 

United  States  Senate,  Washington,  D.  C. 

Dear  Senator  Magnuson  :  The  Izaak  Walton  League  of  America  is  a  national' 
membership  organization  dedicated  to  the  conservation  and  wise  use  of  America’s 
soil,  woods,  waters,  and  wildlife.  It  has  a  deep  interest  in  legislation  now  before 
your  subcommittee,  and  appreciates  the  opportunity  to  offer  brief  comments 
concerning  S.  2617. 

This  bill  would  amend  the  Duck  Stamp  Act  of  1934,  as  amended.  The  Izaak 
Walton  League  supported  the  1934  act  and  the  later  amendment  which  increased 
the  cost  of  the  stamp  from  $1  to  $2.  We  supported  the  act,  and  sportsmen  have 
willingly  purchased  the  stamp,  because  we  believed  the  revenues  would  be  uti¬ 
lized  predominantly  to  acquire  waterfowl  refuge  areas.  In  this  we  have  been 
disappointed. 

The  record  shows  that  since  1934  revenues  have  totaled  approximately  $50 
million.  Of  these  funds,  however,  but  $7%  million  have  been  used  for  acquisi¬ 
tion  of  waterfowl  areas — some  265,000  acres. 

It  has  been  a  generally  accepted  fact  that  the  Nation  needs  about  12%  million 
acres  of  good  waterfowl  habitat  in  refuge  or  management  area,  if  we  hope  to 
preserve  a  reasonable  waterfowl  population  permanently.  Of  this  acreage,  it 
has  been  felt  that  the  Federal  Government  should  acquire  about  7%  million 
acres  with  the  States  acquiring  the  balance.  Federal  holdings  are  not  even  half¬ 
way  toward  the  objective  and  at  the  present  l’ate  of  acquisition,  it  would  take 
centuries  to  complete  the  program.  Meanwhile,  acquisition  costs  will  constantly 
rise. 

Slow  progress  in  the  acquisition  program  results  in  part  from  the  fact  that  only 
a  small  portion  of  duck-stamp  revenues,  about  13  percent,  have  been  used  for 
that  original  major  purpose.  S.  2617  would  specify  that  65  percent  of  these 
revenues  be  used  for  acquisition — as  compared  with  the  current  budget  figure 
of  30  percent. 

There  has  been  considerable  discussion  the  past  year  or  2  about  another  in¬ 
crease  in  the  cost  of  the  duck  stamp.  We  find  that  most  duck  hunters  would 
be  fairly  amenable  to  this,  if  they  had  firm  assurance  that  the  major  portion  of 
total  revenues  would  be  used  in  a  greatly  stepped-up  waterfowl  area  acquisition 
program.  They  do  not  now  have  that  assurance.  S.  2617  would  constitute  a 
constructive  and  positive  forward  step  and  the  Izaak  Walton  League  firmly 
supports  its  purposes  and  objectives. 

Respectfully, 


J.  W.  Penfold, 
Conservation  Director . 
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STATEMENT  OF  C.  R.  GUTERMUTH,  WILDLIFE  MANAGEMENT  INSTITUTE, 

WASHINGTON,  D.  C. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  C.  R.  Gutermuth,  vice  president  of  the  Wildlife  Manage¬ 
ment  Institute,  a  national  membership  organization  that  has  been  working  for 
improved  management  of  natural  resources  in  the  public  interest  since  1911. 

A  lot  of  criticism  has  been  voiced  in  recent  years  on  the  use  of  duck-stamp 
funds  and  the  waterfowl  refuge  acquisition  program  of  the  United  States  Fish 
and  Wildlife  Service.  Public  dissatisfaction  has  been  registered  in  a  number 
of  congressional  hearings,  and  in  national  and  regional  meetings  of  sportsmen 
and  wuldlife  administrators  in  all  parts  of  the  country.  Resolutions  have  been 
adopted  by  numerous  organizations  supporting  the  dedication  of  a  larger  part 
of  the  duck-stamp  funds  for  an  accelerated  waterfowl  refuge  purchase  program, 
and  it  is  hoped  that  this  Congress  will  remedy  the  situation. 

Back  in  1954  the  Subcommittee  on  Public  Lands  of  the  House  Interior  and 
Insular  Affairs  Committee  conducted  an  inquiry  into  the  use  of  funds  obtained 
under  the  Migratory  Bird  Hunting  Stamp  Act.  The  purpose  of  the  hearing, 
as  elaborated  by  the  committee  counsel,  was  to  ascertain  “the  propriety  of  the 
administration  of  duck-stamp  funds.” 

The  matter  has  been  revived  each  year  since  1954  by  one  or  more  committees 
of  Congress,  and  the  bulk  of  the  duck-stamp  revenue  still  is  going  for  routine 
operations  rather  than  land  acquisition  and  development.  In  1955  both  this 
committee  and  the  House  Committee  on  Merchant  Marine  and  Fisheries  con¬ 
sidered  measures  relating  to  the  use  of  duck-stamp  funds  and  the  acquisition 
of  waterfowl  refuge  lands.  The  House  committee  went  into  the  matter  again 
in  1956  and  1957  to  no  avail.  Action  on  a  corrective  measure  in  the  House 
committee  during  the  last  session  was  delayed  due  to  a  misunderstanding  on 
the  part  of  some  of  the  members.  This  centered  not  on  the  use  of  the  duck- 
stamp  money  but  on  a  provision  that  would  have  enabled  the  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Service  to  undertake  the  purchase  and  leasing  of  small  areas  to  forestall  the 
drainage  of  wet  lands  used  by  nesting  waterfowl  in  the  North  Central  States. 

All  of  the  hearings  have  substantiated  the  charge  that  too  much  of  the  duck- 
stamp  money  has  gone  not  for  its  intended  purpose  but  for  operating  expenses. 
The  Service  is  not  meeting  its  land-acquisition  goal.  Comparatively  little  prog¬ 
ress  is  being  made  in  closing  the  gaps  in  the  national  waterfowl  refuge  system. 

Following  a  1934  study,  the  Service  determined  that  12.5  million  acres  of 
suitable  refuge  and  game  management  lands  would  be  needed  to  meet  the  needs 
of  the  migratory  birds.  That  goal,  which  is  not  half  realized,  still  is  accepted 
today  as  the  minimum  area  needed  for  feeding,  nesting,  resting,  and  wintering 
grounds  for  ducks  and  geese  along  their  principal  flyways.  Acquisition  of  that 
acreage  was  to  be  undertaken  jointly  by  the  States  and  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment,  with  the  States  obtaining  5  million  acres. 

At  the  average  annual  rate  of  acquisition  since  that  time,  it  would  take  ap¬ 
proximately  300  years  for  the  Service  to  achieve  its  share  of  the  overall  water- 
fowl  refuge  goal.  Only  about  3.5  million  acres  of  waterfowl  lands  presently 
are  under  the  control  of  the  Service;  another  4  million  acres  are  needed. 

House  Report  No.  1941,  84th  Congress,  2d  session,  states,  “There  is  serious 
need  in  the  United  States  as  a  whole  for  additional  refuge  lands.  This  is  par¬ 
ticularly  true  with  regard  to  lands  for  waterfowl  management.  Studies  show 
that  in  1934  there  were  approximately  120  million  acres  of  marsh  and  wet 
lands  in  the  country.  Today  less  than  30  million  acres  of  good  quality  habitat 
for  waterfowl  remains.” 

The  latest  available  figures  show  that  of  the  $49,431,098  paid  in  by  the  sports¬ 
men  for  duck  stamps  through  June  30,  1957,  only  $7,449,908  were  spent  for 
acquiring  about  265,000  acres  of  the  3.5  million  acres  in  existing  Federal  water- 
fowl  refuges.  In  other  words,  only  13  percent  of  all  the  millions  that  the  water- 
fowT  shooters  thought  they  were  putting  into  refuge  expansion  actually  was  used 
for  land  acquisition.  This  expenditure  includes  the  purchase  price  of  the  land, 
cost  of  surveys,  title  examinations,  and  other  such  expenses  of  the  division 
handling  the  acquisition  work. 

The  record  show’s,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  the  Nation’s  sportsmen  supported  the 
Duck  Stamp  Act  of  1934  and  the  subsequent  amendment  that  raised  the  price 
of  the  stamp  fee  from  $1  to  $2  because  they  believed  the  money  would  be  used 
to  enlarge  the  waterfowl  refuge  system.  They  believed  that  the  funds  would 
augment  the  program,  and  it  certainly  was  not  their  intention  to  pick  up  the 
check  for  a  sizable  part  of  the  cost  of  the  obligations  of  the  United  States  under 
the  terms  of  the  migratory  bird  treaties  with  Canada  and  Mexico. 
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Testimony  heard  by  this  committee  and  by  the  House  committees  in  recent 
years  has  emphasized  the  concern  of  conservationists.  There  is  an  urgent  need 
for  enactment  by  the  Congress  of  a  directive  like  S.  2617  which  specifies  the 
minimum  percentage  of  duck-stamp  funds  that  must  be  used  for  land  acquisition. 
It  would  constitute  a  guideline  for  the  Congress  as  well  as  the  executive  branch 
of  the  Government.  Until  there  is  such  a  directive,  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Serv¬ 
ice  undoubtedly  will  be  forced  to  continue  dipping  into  the  duck-stamp  funds 
to  finance  a  major  part  of  its  operating  expenses.  It  is  known  that  Service  offi¬ 
cials  have  not  made  a  strong  enough  effort  upon  occasions  to  dissuade  the 
budget  officers  from  using  the  duck-stamp  fund  as  a  handy  purse  for  paying 
operating  expenses,  and  the  requested  directive  would  prevent  that. 

The  Service’s  budget  for  next  year  exemplifies  the  fallacy  of  permitting  this 
situation  to  continue.  Although  only  about  $4.5  million  is  expected  from  the 
sale  of  duck  stamps,  $5,048,000  of  the  receipts  are  scheduled  to  be  used  as 
follows : 


Operations  and  maintenance  of  refuges _ $1,  754,  000 

Management  and  enforcement _  711,  000 

Wildlife  research _  283,  000 

River  basins _  185,  000 

Waterfowl  management  investigations _  241,  000 

Land  acquisition _  1,  600,  000 

General  administrative  expenses -  274,  000 


The  budgeted  duck-stamp  money  exceeds  the  expected  receipts  by  about 
$600,000.  This  means  that  the  excess  must  come  from  the  small  balance  in  the 
duck-stamp  reserve. 

The  institute  supports  the  objectives  of  S.  2617,  Mr.  Chairman.  Drainage, 
road  construction,  industrial  expansion,  and  urbanization  continue- to  take  an 
annual  toll  of  the  remnant  of  good  waterfowl  marshes  that  are  left.  Land 
never  will  be  less  costly  than  it  is  today.  We  must  speed  up  the  land-acquisi¬ 
tion  program  if  the  Federal  Government  is  going  to  meet  its  commitments  to 
obtain  7.5  million  acres  of  waterfowl  marshes. 

Approximately  70,000  acres  of  land  could  be  obtained  annually  under  the 
terms  of  S.  2617,  based  on  the  present  expected  revenue  from  the  sale  of  duck 
stamps.  This  would  constitute  a  modest,  but  positive,  beginning.  Enactment 
of  this  protective  legislation  would  restore  the  confidence  of  the  sportsmen. 

Duck-stamp  purchasers  have  been  reluctant  to  support  an  increase  in  the  fee 
because  so  much  of  the  money  has  been  used  in  lieu  of  regular  appropriations 
in  the  past.  Once  Congress  makes  clear  its  intent  that  a  major  part  of  the 
duck-stamp  money  should  go  for  land  acquisition  and  development,  and  that 
regular  appropriations  will  be  made  for  other  important  activities,  the  Nation’s 
sportsmen  will  be  asking  for  another  increase  in  the  stamp  fee  so  that  the 
refuge  program  can  be  accelerated  still  further. 


Tacoma  Sportsmen’s  Club,  Inc., 
Tacoma,  Wash.,  February  11/,  1958. 

Hon.  Warren  G.  Magnuson, 

Chairman,  Senate  Committee  on  Interstate  and  Foreign  Commerce, 
Washington,  D.  C. 

Dear  Senator  Magnuson  :  Regarding  duck  stamp  funds  for  purchasing  wet¬ 
lands,  our  organization  has  been  informed  that  legislation  is  again  being  con¬ 
sidered  relative  to  increasing  the  stamp  cost  by  $1  and  earmarking  65  percent 
of  this  dollar  for  land  acquisition. 

Yet,  the  Migratory  Bird  Hunting  Stamp  Acts  of  1934  and  1949  carried  pro¬ 
visions  for  land  acquisition  but  due  to  the  continued  utter  disregard  by  the 
Bureau  of  the  Budget,  and  the  migratory  Bird  Conservation  Commission  to  the 
intent  of  the  acts,  our  moneys  are  being  illegally  misused  and  wetlands  have  not 
been  acquired  as  agreed. 

The  latest  figures  available  at  this  writing  show  that  about  19  percent  of  the 
total  promised,  when  we  voluntarily  doubled  our  cost  in  1949,  has  been  used  for 
wetlands  acquisition.  This  is  due  to  “raids”  for  management,  research,  and  ad¬ 
ministrative  expenses  that  should  have  been  paid  through  congressional  appro¬ 
priations. 
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Our  organization  feels  so  strongly  on  this  subject  that  we  are  asking  for  your 
help  in  behalf  of  the  over  2,300,000  purchasers  of  duck  stamps  who  are  presuming 
that  they  are  spending  their  money  to  help  save  land  for  the  perpetuation  of 
migratory  waterfowl. 

Further,  that  you  petition  Congress  to  appropriate  moneys  for  research,  man¬ 
agement,  and  administration  as  was  originally  understood  by  all  concerned. 

There  is  no  doubt  in  our  minds  that  the  waterfowler  would  support  legislation 
increasing  the  cost  by  $1  if  the  previous  percentages  were  adhered  to ;  if  65  per¬ 
cent  of  the  proposed  increase  were  irrevocably  earmarked  for  acquisition ;  and 
further,  that  sufficient  funds  be  appropriated  by  Congress  to  fully  support  the 
research,  management  and  administrative  expenses  of  the  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Service. 

We  are  depending  upon  you  to  help  us  correct  this  breach  of  faith  with  the 
waterfowlers  of  our  Nation. 

Thanking  you  for  your  efforts,  we  remain 
Yours  very  sincerely, 


E.  M.  Nist,  Chairman .. 
Migratory  Waterfowl  Committee. 
Wayne  Wood,  President. 


State  of  Vermont,  Fish  and  Game  Service, 

Montpelier,  March  12,  1958. 


Hon.  Warren  G.  Magnttson, 

Chairman,  Senate  Committee  on  Interstate-Foreign  Commerce, 

Washington,  D.  C. 


Dear  Senator  Magnuson  :  This  letter  is  written  to  support  the  proposal  to 
increase  the  price  of  the  duck  stamp  to  $3  and  to  use  all  receipts,  less  the  cost 
of  printing,  for  land  acquisition.  Such  action  is  badly  needed  and  long  overdue. 

This  department  has  a  very  significant  amount  of  land  developed  as  water- 
fowl  management  areas.  It  is  done  as  a  supplement  to  the  efforts  of  the  Bureau 
of  Sport  Fisheries  and  Wildlife  and  as  an  important  part  of  the  program  of  the 
Atlantic  Flyway  Council.  Despite  all  efforts  to  date,  we  are  not  gaining  ground 
and  waterfowl  populations  suffer. 

You  may  be  assured,  Senator,  we  strongly  support  the  proposal  and  would 
appreciate  early  and  favorable  action. 

Sincerely, 


George  W.  Davis,  Director. 


Ellensbtjrg,  Wash.,  March  19,  1958. 

Senator  Warren  G.  Magnuson, 

Senate  Office  Building,  Washington,  D.  C.: 

Urge  support  of  $3  duck  stamp  100  percent  earmarked  for  acquisition  as  pro¬ 
posed  by  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service.  Best  regards. 

W.  S.  Vickerman, 

President,  Washington  State  Sportsmen’s  Council. 


Florida  Game  and  Fresh  Water  Fish  Commission, 

Tallahassee,  March  17,  1958. 

Hon.  Warren  G.  Magntjson, 

Chairman,  Senate  Committee  on  Interstate  and  Foreign  Commerce, 

Washington,  D.  C. 

Dear  Senator  Magnuson  :  It  has  been  called  to  our  attention  that  the  Fish 
and  Wildlife  Service  and  the  Bureau  of  Budget  have  both  endorsed  a  bill  which 
would  increase  the  price  of  duck  stamps  to  $3  and  earmark  100  percent  of  the 
funds  for  land  acquisition  excluding  the  Post  Office  Department  cost. 

I  would  like  to  take  this  opportunity  to  advise  you  that  the  Florida  Game 
and  Fresh  Water  Fish  Commission,  and  I  am  certain  the  sportsmen  of  Florida, 
heartily  endorse  this  legislation.  The  entire  Florida  delegation  has  been  ad¬ 
vised  of  our  interests  in  this  matter. 

You  can  be  sure  that  the  sportsment  of  the  United  States  will  be  eternally 
grateful  to  you  for  your  efforts  on  behalf  of  waterfowl  conservation  if  you  are 
successful  in  having  this  legislation  passed. 

Sincerely  yours, 


A.  D.  Aldrich,  Director. 
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North  Dakota  Game  and  Fish  Department, 

Bismarck,  N.  Dak.,  March  14, 1958. 


Hon.  Warren  G.  Magnuson, 

Chairman,  Committee  on  Interstate  and  Foreign  Commerce, 

Washington,  D.  C. 

Dear  Senator  Magnuson  :  From  information  on  hand,  it  appears  that  you  are 
willing  to  ask  for  a  $3  duck  stamp  with  100  percent  allocated  to  acquisition  of 
wetland  areas  and  substitute  this  for  your  bill  S.  2617.  I  believe  this  has  the 
blessing  of  the  Bureau. 

I  am  sure  you  will  get  a  lot  of  backing  from  the  sportsmen  of  the  Nation  for 
this  type  of  bill.  I  have  written  to  all  of  North  Dakota’s  congressional  mem¬ 
bers  ;  asking  them  to  support  the  new  legislation  on  the  $3  duck  stamp.  If  you 
can  get  this  legislation  through,  conservationists  all  over  the  United  States  are 
going  to  be  greatly  endebted  to  you. 

With  best  regards, 


State  Game  and  Fish  Department, 

I.  G.  Bue,  Commissioner. 


Riverton,  Wto.,  March  21,  1958. 


Senator  Warren  Magnuson, 

Chairman,  Senate  Committee  on  Interstate  and  Foreign  Commerce, 
Senate  Office  Building,  Washington,  D.  C. 


Dear  Senator  Magnuson  :  As  a  person  highly  interested  in  the  fate  of  our 
decreasing  waterfowl  habitat  in  the  United  States,  I  cannot  but  admire  the 
recent  proposal  made  to  your  committee  by  the  Director  of  the  Bureau  of  Sport 
Fisheries  and  Wildlife  to  the  effect  that  the  duck  stamp  fee  be  increased  to  $3 
per  year  with  all  proceeds,  other  than  post  office  administrative  charges,  ear¬ 
marked  for  acquisition  of  wetlands.  This  is  a  courageous  move  by  the  Bureau 
and  emphasizes  their  wholehearted  interest  in  the  objective  of  assuring  the  pres¬ 
ervation  of  adequate  waterfowl  habitat  to  perpetuate  waterfowling  for  your 
sons  and  mine. 

I  believe  this  proposal  should  be  incorporated  into  law  with  the  understand¬ 
ing  that  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  will  request  and  the  Congress  make  every 
effort  to  provide  separate  funds  to  support  the  important  wraterfowl  law  enforce¬ 
ment  and  refuge  maintenance  activities  which  are  presently  being  carried  by 
duck  stamp  moneys. 

It  seems  inconceivable  that  the  present  purchasers  of  duck  stamps  will  ob¬ 
ject  to  this  nominal  increase  in  the  annual  stamp  fee  when  they  realize  that  all 
the  moneys  collected  from  it  will  be  plowed  back  into  assuring  habitat  for  the 
very  resource  which  they  are  utilizing.  You  will  have  widespread  support  from 
sportsmen  and  conservationists  for  this  new  and  aggressive  proposal. 

Respectfully  yours, 


Elwood  G.  Bizeau. 


State  of  New  York 
Conservation  Department, 

Albany,  March  18,  1958. 

Hon.  Warren  G.  Magnuson, 

United  States  Senate, 

Washington,  D.  C. 

Dear  Senator  Magnuson  :  The  members  of  the  Rockville  Chapter,  Izaak 
Bureau  has  given  favorable  response  to  the  proposal  for  raising  the  duck  stamp 
fee  to  $3,  and  earmarking  100  percent  of  revenues  therefrom  for  wetlands 
acquisition,  by  the  Bureau  of  Sport  Fisheries  and  Wildlife. 

This  would  be  a  mighty  stride  forward  for  the  seriously  lagging  program 
of  acquisition  of  vitally  needed  waterfowl  areas  to  assure  their  protection  and 
maintenance.  I,  therefore,  respectfully  urge  you  to  support  early  and  favorable 
action  on  such  legislation  as  a  substitute  for  S.  2617  which  you  have  sponsored 
in  the  Senate  Committee  on  Interstate  and  Foreign  Commerce. 

Sincerely  yours, 


Sharon  J.  Mauhs, 
Commissioner  of  Conservation. 
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Izaak  Walton  League  of  America,  Inc., 

Rockville  Chapter, 
Rockville,  Md.,  March  22, 1958. 


Hon.  Warren  G.  Magnuson, 

Chairman,  Committee  on  Interstate  and  Foreign  Commerce, 

United  States  Senate,  Washington,  D.  C. 

Dear  Senator  Magnuson  :  The  members  of  the  Rockville  Chapter,  Izaak 
Walton  League  of  America,  wish  to  inform  you  of  their  support  for  your  proposal 
to  amend  S.  2617  as  originally  introduced.  We  endorse  an  increase  in  the 
stamp  fee  to  $3  providing  that  all  the  receipts,  except  those  needed  for  printing 
and  distributing  the  stamps,  are  used  for  waterfowl  refuge  acquisition. 

We  are  gratified  by  your  interest  in  seeking  amendments  that  will  correct 
present  abuses  of  the  duck  stamp  fund,  and  we  urge  prompt  and  favorable 
action  on  this  new  proposal. 

Sincerely, 


Wm.  E.  Doyle, 
Corresponding  Secretary. 


State  of  Maryland  Game  and  Inland  Fish  Commission, 

Baltimore,  March  11,  1958. 

Senator  Warren  G.  Magnuson, 

Chairman,  Senate  Committee  on  Interstate  and  Foreign  Commerce, 
Washington,  D.  C. 

Dear  Senator  Magnuson  :  The  Maryland  Game  and  Inland  Fish  Commission 
urges  early  and  favorable  action  on  legislation  providing  for  a  $3  duck  stamp, 
the  revenue  from  which  would  be  earmarked  for  acquisition  of  waterfowl  areas. 
It  is  the  opinion  of  wildlife  managers  and  waterfowl  hunters  throughout  the 
State  of  Maryland  that  several  thousands  of  acres  of  high-value  waterfowl 
habitat  must  be  set  aside  for  the  management  of  this  important  resource  before 
it  is  destroyed  through  the  expansion  of  less  important  programs. 
Appreciating  your  past  cooperation  and  with  kindest  regards,  I  am 
Sincerely  yours, 

Ernest  A.  Vaughn,  Director. 


State  of  Colorado  Department  of  Game  and  Fish, 

Denver,  Colo.,  March  IS,  1958. 


Hon.  Warren  G.  Magnuson, 

Chairman,  Committee  on  Interstate  and  Foreign  Commerce, 
United  States  Senate,  Washington,  D.  C. 


Dear  Senator  Magnuson  :  We  are  very  happy  to  learn  that  the  Budget  Bureau 
has  now  agreed  to  approve  a  $3  duck  stamp,  and  perhaps  even  more  important, 
to  earmark  these  moneys  for  waterfowl  land  acquisition  after  deducting  the 
Post  Office  Department  cost  for  printing  and  distribution. 

We  in  Colorado  certainly  feel  this  is  a  realistic  approach  toward  providing 
the  necessary  environment  to  maintain  our  great  waterfowl  resource.  We  also 
feel  this  is  a  satisfactory  culmination  of  our  long  campaign  to  provide  the 
necessary  habitat  to  protect  the  Nation’s  waterfowl  populations. 

We  are  hopeful  that  you  will  provide  the  necessary  amendments  or  a  sub¬ 
stitute  for  S.  2617,  which  you  so  graciously  sponsored,  to  concur  with  these 
recommendations.  If  this  can  be  accomplished,  it  will  be  one  of  the  greatest 
pieces  of  conservation  legislation  that  has  been  passed  in  recent  years. 

Very  truly  yours, 


Thomas  L.  Kimball,  Director. 


South  Dakota  Department  of  Game,  Fish,  and  Parks, 

Pierre,  March  25,  1958. 

Hon.  Warren  G.  Magnuson, 

Chairman,  Committee  on  Interstate  and  Foreign  Commerce, 

Senate  Office  Building,  Washington,  D.  C. 

Dear  Senator  Magnuson  :  I  have  had  brought  to  my  attention  the  proposal  by 
the  Department  of  the  Interior  to  amend  the  Migratory  Bird  Act  of  1934,  as 
amended,  which  was  presented  to  your  committee  by  D.  H.  Janzen,  director  of 
the  bureau  of  sport  fisheries  and  wildlife.  As  I  understand  it,  Mr.  Janzen 
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appeared  in  connection  with  Senate  bill  2617  and  that  the  proposals  made,  in 
substance,  provide  that  the  duck  stamp  be  increased  to  $3  and  that  all  of  the 
increased  funds  derived  will  be  dedicated  to  the  purchase  of  waterfowl  habitat. 

At  this  time  I  would  like  to  place  this  Department  on  record  as  being  opposed 
to  S.  2617  and  enthusiastically  in  support  of  the  amendment  brought,  to  you  by 
the  Department  of  the  Interior.  I  trust  that  you  and  your  committee  will  act 
favorably  on  this  matter  during  this  session  of  the  Congress. 

Unless  more  funds  are  made  available  for  the  purchase  of  wetlands  the 
sport  of  waterfowling  will  soon  be  a  thing  of  the  past. 

Very  truly  yours, 


Thomas  A.  Schrader,  Director. 


The  Izaak  Wat.ton  League  of  America,  Inc., 

Washington,  D.  C.,  March  13, 1958. 


Hon.  Warren  G.  Magnuson, 

Chairman,  Committee  on  Interstate  and  Foreign  Commerce, 
United  States  Senate,  Washington,  D.  C. 


Dear  Senator  Magnuson  :  The  statement  of  the  Izaak  Walton  League  pre¬ 
sented  recently  to  your  Subcommittee  on  Merchant  Marine  and  Fisheries  in  con¬ 
nection  with  S.  2617  contained  the  following  comment : 

“There  has  been  considerable  discussion  the  past  year  or  two  about  another 
increase  in  the  cost  of  the  duck  stamp.  We  find  that  most  duck  hunters  would 
be  fairly  amenable  to  this,  if  they  had  firm  assurance  that  the  major  portion  of 
total  revenues  would  be  used  in  a  greatly  stepped-up  waterfowl  area  acquisition 
program.” 

We  have  now  had  opportunity  to  study  the  specific  language  of  proposed 
amendments  to  the  Migratory  Bird  Hunting  Stamp  Act  of  March  16,  1934,  as 
amended,  proposed  by  the  Department  of  the  Interior. 

The  proposal  contains  provision  for  an  increase  in  the  cost  of  the  duck  stamp 
from  $2  to  $3  and  for  earmarking  virtually  all  revenues  for  the  acquisition  of 
waterfowl  areas.  We  understand  that  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  in  clearing 
the  proposal  gave  assurance  that  funds  would  be  requested  to  provide  for  other 
activities  now  carried  on  from  duck-stamp  funds. 

It  seems  crystal  clear  to  us  that  pressures  on  land  for  all  types  of  purpose  will 
continue  to  increase  as  populations  and  the  economy  expand.  Hence,  cost  of 
land  acquisition  will  continue  to  rise  inexorably.  The  time  to  get  started  on 
an  acquisition  program  adequate  to  protect  and  perpetuate  our  waterfowl  is 
now. 

We  respectfully  urge  your  support  of  this  program. 

Sincerely, 


J.  W.  Penfold, 
Conservation  Director. 


Carbon  County  Conservation  Club, 

Rawlins,  Wyo.,  March  12, 1958. 

Hon.  Senator  Warren  G.  Magnuson, 

Chairman,  Senate  Subcommittee  on  Merchant  Marine  and  Fisheries, 
Washington,  D.  C. 

Dear  Senator  Magnuson  :  Tour  S.  2617  is  favored  by  the  Carbon  County 
Conservation  Club.  Even  though  we  are  in  a  part  of  the  West,  where  we  get 
very  little  chance  to  hunt  ducks,  we  still  feel  the  bill  is  worthy  of  the  attention 
and  support  of  all  sportsmen  and  conservation  clubs. 

Yours  very  truly, 

H.  L.  Trejo,  President. 


National  Lumber  Manufacturers  Association, 

Washington,  D.  C.,  March  27, 1958. 


Hon.  Warren  Magnuson, 

Chairman,  Committee  on  Interstate  and  Foreign  Commerce, 
United  States  Senate,  Washington,  D.  C. 


Dear  Senator  Magnuson:  Hearings  were  held  by  your  committee  on  March 
6  and  7  on  S.  2477,  relating  to  pesticides,  and  on  S.  2617,  relating  to  the  Migratory 
Bird  Hunting  Stamp  Act.  Our  letter  of  March  6  to  you  indicated  our  desire  to 
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file  written  statements  on  these  bills.  The  statement  that  follows  concerns  only 
S.  2617.  We  expect  to  complete  our  study  on  S.  2477  within  a  few  days,  and  as 
soon  as  possible  thereafter,  will  submit  a  statement  on  this  measure  also. 

S.  2617  would  amend  the  Migratory  Bird  Hunting  Stamp  Act  of  March  16, 
1934,  as  amended.  Among  other  things,  it  would  provide  that  not  less  than 
65  percent  of  the  funds  derived  under  the  provisions  of  the  Migratory  Bird 
Hunting  Stamp  Act  would  be  available  for  the  acquisition  of  suitable  areas  for 
migratory  bird  sanctuaries  or  waterfowl  reservations.  We  are  concerned  with 
this  legislation  to  the  extent  that  it  will  involve  increased  acquisition  by  the 
Federal  Government  of  private  commercial  timberlands. 

The  acquisition  by  the  Government  of  productive  forest  land  owned  by  mem¬ 
bers  of  the  lumber  industry  has  become  a  major  problem.  At  increasingly 
frequent  intervals  we  are  advised  of  losses  to  the  Government  for  water  storage 
reservoirs,  rights  of  way,  channel  improvements,  air  bases,  military  reservations, 
national  forests  and  purchase  units,  national  parks,  wildlife  reservations,  bird 
sanctuaries,  reclamation  projects,  administrative  sites  and  the  like.  The  situa¬ 
tion  has  become  so  alarming  that  we  can  no  longer  fail  to  treat  this  problem 
with  other  than  serious  concern. 

We  believe  that  to  retain  the  maximum  possible  proportion  of  forest  land 
in  private,  taxpaying  ownership  is  a  sound  national  land  policy.  Furthermore, 
the  continuing  Federal  acquisition  of  forest  lands  is  a  serious  threat  to  the 
economy  and  stability  of  the  States,  local  communities  and  dependent  industries. 
We  believe,  too,  that  in  all  Federal  projects  in  which  private  forest  lands  are 
to  be  acquired  by  the  Federal  Government,  the  Government  should,  at  the  option 
of  the  private  owner,  provide  for  their  replacement  in  kind  through  the  exchange 
of  similar  and  suitable  federally  owned  forest  lands  of  equivalent  productive 
capacity,  to  the  end  that  the  economy  of  dependent  industries  and  communities 
will  not  be  jeopardized. 

In  view  of  the  foregoing,  we  respectfully  urge  that  S.  2617  be  amended  so  as 
to  take  into  consideration  the  problem  we  have  outlined.  We  propose  that 
language  similar  to  the  following  be  incorporated  in  the  legislation  being  con¬ 
sidered  by  your  committee  at  the  end  of  section  I. 

“And  provided  further,  That  no  moneys  shall  be  available  for  the  acquisition 
of  privately  owned  commercial  timberland  unless  there  has  been  a  clear  deter¬ 
mination  that  ownership  of  such  land  by  the  United  States  will  serve  the  public 
interest  more  fully  than  continued  private  ownership,  and  that  with  regard  to 
any  project  where  this  determination  is  in  dispute  between  private  owners  and 
the  United  States,  a  public  hearing  shall  be  held  in  the  vicinity  of  the  land 
to  be  acquired.  The  private  owner  whose  land  is  to  be  acquired  shall,  at  his 
option  be  paid  for  his  land  either  (1)  in  money,  or  (2)  in  an  equivalent  value 
of  land  owned  by  the  United  States  wherever  such  land  is  found  by  the  agency 
administrating  such  land  to  be  surplus  to  its  needs.” 

We  should  also  emphasize  the  fact  that  S.  2617  would  extend  and  enlarge 
fund  earmarking  features  of  existing  law,  thus  further  bypassing  sound  budg¬ 
etary  and  appropriation  principles.  We  believe,  therefore,  that  your  committee 
should  carefully  review  the  legislation  from  this  standpoint. 

It  will  be  appreciated  if  this  letter  is  made  a  part  of  the  record  of  the  hear¬ 
ing  on  S.  2617. 

Copies  of  this  letter  are  being  sent  to  the  members  of  your  committee  for 
their  information. 

Sincerely, 


A.  Z.  Nelson,  Director, 
Forestry,  Economics,  and  Statistics  Division. 


Wildlife  Management  Institute, 

Washington,  D.  C.,  March  12, 1958. 

Hon.  Warren  G.  Magnuson, 

Chairman,  Committee  on  Interstate  and  Foreign  Commerce, 

Senate  Office  Building,  Washington,  D.  C. 

Dear  Senator  Magnuson  :  While  testifying  at  the  recent  Senate  hearing  on 
S.  2617,  a  bill  to  amend  the  Migratory  Bird  Hunting  Stamp  Act,  Daniel  H. 
Janzen,  Director  of  the  Bureau  of  Sport  Fisheries  and  Wildlife,  presented  a 
proposal  of  the  Department  of  the  Interior  that  the  stamp  fee  be  increased  to 
$3  and  that  virtually  all  of  the  receipts  be  earmarked  for  land  acquisition. 
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Conservationists  understand  that,  in  approving  this  plan,  the  Bureau  of  the- 
Budget  agreed  that  money  would  be  requested  to  provide  for  activities  now 
carried  on  wholly  or  in  part  from  the  duck  stamp  fund.  With  that  assurance, 
my  organization  and,  I  am  sure,  a  majority  of  the  national  conservation  organi¬ 
zations  will  go  along  with  the  proposal.  Although  it  may  handicap  the  work 
of  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  in  some  ways,  we  are  glad  to  support  the  plan 
because  we  are  anxious  to  see  the  urgently  needed  land  acquisition  program  go 
ahead  on  a  prompt  and  realistic  level. 

The  idea  was  presented  at  a  luncheon  for  the  State  conservation  directors  at 
the  North  American  Wildlife  Conference  in  St.  Louis,  and  many  favorable 
comments  were  heard.  There  was  no  adverse  reaction,  but  not  all  of  the  direc¬ 
tors  expressed  themselves.  Enthusiastic  applause  greeted  the  announcement, 
and  it  led  me  to  believe  that  a  majority  of  the  directors  would  support  it.  The 
plan  subsequently  was  endorsed  at  the  Senate  hearing  by  the  International 
Association  of  Game,  Fish,  and  Conservation  Commissioners. 

The  institute  also  approved  the  effort  to  preserve  small  wetland  areas  in  the 
prairie  pothole  region  of  the  Middle  West  that  are  of  value  to  breeding  water- 
fowl.  Although  the  opening  of  up  to  40  percent  of  any  refuge  for  public  hunt¬ 
ing  was  suggested,  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  indicated  that  authority  to 
open  25  percent  would  be  satisfactory.  I  personally  favor  the  lesser  amount, 
providing  that  no  refuge  aggregating  less  than  5,000  acres  be  opened. 

I  urge  the  committee  to  give  this  proposal  early  and  favorable  consideration. 
It  represents  the  first  real  break  that  the  Nation’s  sportsmen  have  had  toward 
getting  some  money  for  the  desperately  needed  refuge  acquisition  program. 
It  is  my  feeling,  along  with  the  others,  that  time  is  running  out,  and  if  we  do 
not  get  the  land  within  the  next  few  years,  it  may  never  be  possible  to  get 
enough  to  adequately  safeguard  the  flights  of  migratory  waterfowl. 

Sincerely, 


Ira  N.  Gabrielson,  President. 


Missouri  Conservation  Commission, 

Jefferson  City,  Mo.,  March  Ilf,  1958. 

Hon.  Warren  G.  Magnuson, 

Senate  Office  Building,  Washington,  D.  C. 

Dear  Senator  Magnuson  :  As  you  know,  agencies  and  individuals  interested 
in  conservation  have  for  several  years  been  concerned  over  the  rapid  decline  of 
waterfowl  habitat  in  the  United  States.  This  decline  is  due  largely  to  the  arti¬ 
ficial  drainage  of  land  for  agricultural  purposes.  Most  conservationists  believe 
that  the  only  hope  of  perpetuating  the  waterfowl  resources  of  the  continent  lies 
in  preserving  a  significant  acreage  of  wetlands  through  public  ownership. 

Missouri,  like  other  States,  has  an  active  program  of  acquiring  suitable  lands 
for  waterfowl  management.  The  United  States  Department  of  Interior,  however, 
is  charged  with  the  primary  responsibility  under  the  terms  of  the  Migratory  Bird 
Treaty  Act,  the  Migratory  Bird  Conservation  Act,  and  other  Federal  legislation. 
Federal  acquisition  is  financed  by  receipts  from  the  sale  of  so-called  duck  stamps, 
authorized  by  the  Migratory  Bird  Hunting  Stamp  Act.  Currently,  the  duck 
stamp  costs  $2  and  about  2%  million  are  sold  annually.  Receipts,  however,  are 
used  for  administration,  management,  research,  and  law  enforcement  as  well  as 
for  land  acquisition,  by  direction  of  the  Budget  Bureau.  As  a  result,  land  pur¬ 
chase  has  lagged  far  behind  drainage,  and  an  emergency  situation  exists. 

We  are  now  informed  that  the  Budget  Bureau  has  agreed  to  accept  a  $3  duck 
stamp  earmarked  entirely  for  land  acquisition,  except  for  costs  of  printing  and 
distribution.  We  sincerely  urge  early  and  favorable  action  on  such  legislation. 
The  need  is  obvious,  those  wTho  benefit  most  will  pay  the  bill,  and  immediate 
action  is  essential.  We  feel  certain  that  after  careful  consideration  you  will 
help  assure  the  future  of  North  American  waterfowl  by  actively  supporting  the 
$3  duck  stamp  for  acquisition  of  waterfowl  habitat,  while  it  is  still  available.. 
Your  support  will  be  appreciated  by  the  sportsmen  of  Missouri. 

Very  truly  yours, 


William  E.  Towell,  Birector. 
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The  Wilderness  Society, 
Washington,  D.  C.,  March  31, 1958. 


Hon.  Warren  G.  Magnuson, 

Chairman,  Senate  Committee  on  Interstate  and  Foreign  Commerce, 
Washington,  D.  C. 


Dear  Senator  Magnuson  :  I  regret  that  I  was  not,  because  of  Asian  flu,  able 
to  appear  before  your  committee  earlier  this  month  to  testify  on  S.  2617,  a  bill 
to  amend  the  Migratory  Bird  Hunting  Stamp  Act  of  1934,  as  amended. 

Since  then  I  have  learned  that  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  has  presented  to 
your  committee  a  draft  amendment  to  S.  2617,  recommending  that  the  price  of 
the  duck  stamp  be  increased  from  $2  to  $3,  and  that  all  of  the  revenue  therefrom 
except  cost  of  printing  and  distributing  the  stamps,  be  used  for  the  acquisition 
of  small  marsh  and  wetland  areas  for  the  protection  and  preservation  of  migra¬ 
tory  birds. 

We  feel  that  these  recommendations  are  sound.  The  increase  in  revenue  is 
necessary  to  provide  funds  for  the  acquisition  of  vital  lands,  and  the  apportion¬ 
ment  of  nearly  100  percent  of  the  proceeds  of  this  purpose  is  needful  if  the 
acquisition  program  is  to  be  carried  out  while  good  waterfowl  marshes  are  still 
available.  Such  areas  are  fast  succumbing  to  drainage.  A  vigorous  program  of 
acquisition  can  save  this  major  waterfowl  resource.  At  the  same  time,  as  the 
Secretary  of  Interior  has  pointed  out,  there  will  be  bonus  benefits  for  fish,  shell¬ 
fish,  and  other  wildlife  resources  of  the  Nation. 

We  are  glad  to  support  these  recommendations,  and  hope  that  your  committee 
will  give  them  your  earnest  consideration.  We  trust  that  this  communication 
will  be  made  a  part  of  the  official  record  of  the  hearings. 

Sincerely, 


Howard  Zahniser, 
Executive  Secretary  and  Editor. 


Georgia  Conservation  League — Now  Georgia  Sportsmen’s  Federation, 

Waycross,  Ga. 

A  RESOLUTION  PERTAINING  TO  THE  DUCK  STAMP  REVENUES  FOR  WET-LANDS 

ACQUISITION 

Whereas  the  wetlands  of  the  United  States  that  provide  the  necessary  habitat 
for  wild  ducks  and  geese  are  shrinking  rapidly  due  to  drainage,  pollution,  silta- 
tion,  and  other  factors ;  and 

Whereas  the  acquisition  of  some  4  million  acres  of  additional  waterfowl  lands 
is  urgently  needed  to  complete  the  national  system  of  refuges  and  public  shoot¬ 
ing  areas  and  the  revenues  from  the  present  $2  duck  stamp  are  inadequate  to 
accomplish  this  goal ;  and 

Whereas  although  it  was  generally  understood  by  American  sportsmen  when 
the  duck-stamp  fee  was  established  that  the  primary  purpose  was  to  raised  funds 
for  the  acquisition  of  such  waterfowl  areas,  less  than  15  percent  of  more  than 
$52  million  in  receipts  has  been  spent  in  land  acquisition  since  1934 ;  Therefore, 
be  it 

Resolved,  That  the  Georgia  Conservation  League,  in  convention  assembled  at 
Savannah,  Ga.,  October  18-20,  1957,  urges  the  Congress  of  the  United  States  to 
enact  legislation  definitely  allocating  at  least  65  percent  of  the  receipts  for  acqui¬ 
sition  of  waterfowl  areas  and  increasing  the  fee  to  $3  for  the  purpose  of  pro¬ 
viding  additional  funds  urgently  needed  for  such  acquisition.  We  also  urge  the 
Bureau  of  the  Budget  to  allocate,  and  the  Congress  to  appropriate,  additional 
moneys  over  and  above  duck-stamp  revenues  for  waterfowl  management  pur¬ 
poses  ;  be  it  further 

Resolved,  That  copies  of  this  resolution  be  transmitted  to  all  members  of  the 
Georgia  delegation  in  Congress;  to  the  chairman  of  the  House  Committee  on 
Merchant  Marine  and  Fisheries ;  to  the  chairman  of  the  Senate  Committee  on 
Interstate  and  Foreign  Commerce ;  and  to  the  National  Wildlife  Federation. 

Resolution  No.  4 :  This  resolution  passed  by  the  Georgia  Conservation  League 
in  assembly  at  the  annual  convention  at  Savannah,  Ga.,  October  19,  1957. 
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Western  Association  of  State  Game  and  Fish  Commissioners, 

Sacramento,  Calif.,  March  If, 1958. 

Hon.  Warren  G.  Magnuson, 

Chairman,  Senate  Committee  on  Interstate  and  Foreign  Commerce, 
Washington,  D.  C. 

Dear  Senator  Magnuson  :  The  Western  Association  of  State  Game  and  Fish 
Commissioners  has  requested  that  I  inform  you  of  action  taken  by  the  association 
relative  to  certain  conservation  measures  which  are  being  considered  by  you 
and  your  committee  at  the  present  time. 

At  a  special  meeting  of  the  Western  Association,  held  at  St.  Louis,  Mo.,  on 
March  2,  1958,  in  connection  with  the  North  American  Wildlife  Conference,  rep¬ 
resentatives  of  the  Association  took  action  to  endorse  the  following  bills : 

S.  2447 :  A  bill  to  direct  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  to  conduct  studies 
of  chemical  control  agents  and  their  effects  on  fish  and  wildlife. 

S.  2617 :  A  bill  to  amend  the  Migratory  Bird  Hunting  Stamp  Act  of 
March  16,  1934,  as  amended.  It  is  understood  that  this  amendment  would 
provide  for  earmarking  65  percent  of  duck-stamp  funds  for  land  acquisition. 

S.  3185 :  A  bill  to  promote  conservation  of  migratory  fish  and  game  by 
requiring  certain  approval  by  the  Secretary  of  Interior  of  licenses  issued 
under  the  Federal  Power  Act. 

Favorable  consideration  of  these  measures  by  your  committee  will  be  appre¬ 
ciated  sincerely  by  the  Western  Association  of  State  Game  and  Fish  Commis¬ 
sioners. 

Very  truly  yours, 

Ben  Grading,  Secretary. 


State  of  California, 
Department  of  Fish  and  Game, 
Sacramento,  Calif.,  March  20, 1958. 


Hon.  Warren  G.  Magnuson, 

Chairman,  Senate  Committee  on  Interstate  and  Foreign  Commerce, 
Washington,  D.  C. 


Dear  Senator  Magnuson  :  It  has  come  to  our  attention  that  in  recent  hear¬ 
ings  before  your  committee,  proposals  have  been  made  by  the  United  States 
Bureau  of  Sport  Fisheries  and  Wildlife,  endorsed  by  John  Biggs,  president  of 
the  International  Association  of  Game,  Fish,  &  Conservation  Commissioners,  to 
the  effect  that  current  legislation  before  the  Congress,  dealing  with  the  duck 
stamp,  be  amended  to  provide  for  a  $3  duck  stamp,  and  further  that  all  the 
money  collected  from  the  sale  of  said  stamps  be  earmarked  for  the  acquisition  of 
lands  for  waterfowl  management  purposes. 

The  division  of  duck-stamp  funds,  as  repeatedly  recommended  by  the  budget 
in  the  past,  has  long  been  a  most  objectionable  practice,  and  has  made  it  impos¬ 
sible  for  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  to  meet  its  obligations  in  the  expansion 
of  essential  waterfowl  lands.  This  should  be  corrected  at  once. 

It  is  further  understood  that  Mr.  Biggs  endorsed  a  proposed  amendment  to 
this  legislation  which  provides  that  the  present  legal  restriction  on  the  portion 
of  duck-stamp  lands  which  may  be  opened  to  hunting  be  raised  from  25  to  40 
percent. 

The  latter  amendment  would  provide  an  essential  tool  for  the  proper  manage¬ 
ment  of  these  areas.  We  find  that  under  California  conditions  large  inviolate 
refuge  areas  can  form  a  haven  for  extremely  large  concentrations  of  birds 
which  can  and  do  cause  undue  depredations  to  farmers’  crops,  and  also  subject 
the  birds  to  disease  and  epidemics.  The  proposed  amendment,  which  would 
enlarge  the  area  opened  to  shooting,  would  handle  some  of  the  depredation 
problems  in  California. 

It  is  requested  that  you  and  your  committee  give  favorable  consideration  to 


these  two  amendments. 
Sincerely  yours, 


Seth  Gordon,  Director. 


Alaska  Fishermen’s  Union,  Seattle,  Wash. 

Senator  Warren  G.  Magnuson, 

Senate  Office  Building,  Washington,  D.  C. 

Dear  Senator  Magnuson  :  This  is  in  response  to  your  letter  of  February  13 
regarding  Senate  bills  2447,  2617,  and  3185.  We  will  be  unable  to  appear  to  offer 
testimony  on  these  particular  bills. 
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We  are  in  favor  of  your  efforts  on  the  bills  in  question,  and  hereby  endorse 
them. 


Sincerely  yours, 


George  Johansen,  Secretary-Treasurer. 


Nature  Conservancy, 
Washington,  D.  C.  March  5, 1958. 


Hon.  Warren  G.  Magnuson, 

Chairman,  Committee  on  Interstate  and  Foreign  Commerce, 
United  States  Senate,  Washington,  D.  C. 


Dear  Mr.  Chairman  :  This  letter  is  written  with  respect  to  S.  2617,  which 
would  amend  the  Duck  Stamp  Act  to  increase  the  percentage  of  receipts  to  be 
used  for  acquisition  of  waterfowl  areas  and  authorize  the  purchase  or  leasing  of 
small  marshes  in  a  new  category  to  be  called  waterfowl  production  areas. 

In  a  letter  to  your  committee  today  concerning  S.  2447,  I  have  outlined  the 
basic  purposes  and  activities  of  the  Nature  Conservancy.  While  the  conservancy 
is  largely  concerned  with  the  preservation  of  natural  areas  through  their 
acquisition  on  a  nonprofit,  privately  financed  basis,  it  is  also  greatly  interested 
in  the  protection  of  natural  areas  by  governmental  bodies. 

The  preservation  of  wet  lands  is  extremely  important  to  wildlife  and  to  the 
maintenance  of  some  semblance  of  natural  conditions  for  the  inspiration  and 
enjoyment  of  the  people  of  this  country.  Although  it  is  recognized  that  lands 
acquired  under  the  Duck  Stamp  Act  are  subject  to  management,  they  will  still 
be  kept  much  more  nearly  in  a  natural  state  than  if  they  were  drained  or  other¬ 
wise  destroyed.  Small  marsh  areas  are  perhaps  especially  subject  to  destruction 
unless  measures  are  taken  for  their  protection. 

Accordingly,  your  committee  is  urged  to  render  a  favorable  report  on  S.  2617. 

Very  truly  yours, 


George  B.  Fell,  Executive  Director. 


Orange  County  Federation  of  Sportsmen’s  Clubs, 

Goshen,  N.  Y.,  February  25, 1958. 
Committee  on  Interstate  and  Foreign  Commerce, 

United  States  Senate. 


Dear  Sir  :  As  per  your  letter  to  Mr.  W.  L.  Shafer  enclosed  please  find  25 
copies  of  statements  as  per  your  request. 

The  Orange  County  Federation  of  Sportsmen’s  Clubs  with  a  membership  of 
over  14,000  members  would  like  to  go  on  record  as  being  in  favor  of  the  passage 
of  the  following  important  bills,  S.  2447,  S.  2496,  S.  2617,  S.  3185,  which  are  so 
vital  to  our  country  if  we  are  to  protect  and  preserve  our  fish  and  wildlife  and 
maintain  our  valuable  natural  resources.  So  our  waters  can  be  restored,  our 
forest  replanted,  our  wildlife  replenished,  our  rivers  and  lakes  made  to  furnish 
once  again  their  rich  quota  of  clean,  pure  water  and  life  necessities. 

Yours  in  sports, 


Peter  Nuzzolese,  Secretary. 


Fifth  District  Idaho  Federation, 

March  1,  195S. 

Hon.  Warren  G.  Magnuson, 

Chairman,  Senate  Committee  on  Interstate  and  Foreign  Commerce 
Washington,  D.  C. 

Gentlemen  :  In  behalf  of  the  13,000  southeastern  Idaho  sportsmen  I  repre¬ 
sent,  I  would  like  to  make  a  few  statements  in  regard  to  the  bills  pending  be¬ 
fore  this  committee. 

We  are,  as  you  of  course  realize,  genuinely  interested  in  the  perpetuation  of 
these  fish  and  wildlife  resources  and  feel  that  we  must  protect  them  vehemently 
if  needs  be.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  all  programs  that  are  to  benefit  our  posterity 
we  feel  are  essentially  a  part  of  a  heritage  we  must  treasure  and  guard. 

For  these  reasons  we  would  like  to  go  on  record  as  favoring  the  following 
bills  you  are  considering  and  solic-ity  your  support:  S.  2447,  S.  2496,  S.  2617, 
S.  3185. 

Sincerely, 


Bob  Webster,  Chairman. 
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Phoenix,  Akiz.,  March  5, 1958. 

Hon.  Warren  G.  Magnuson, 

Chairman,  Senate  Committee  on  Interstate  and  Foreign  Commerce, 
Washington,  D  C.: 


The  Arizona  Game  and  Fish  Commission  in  behalf  of  the  sportsmen  of  the 
State  wholeheartedly  support  S.  3185  to  require  prior  approval  by  the  Secretary 
of  the  Interior  as  to  the  fish  and  wildlife  effects  before  the  Federal  Power  Com¬ 
mission  could  issue  a  permit  for  a  dam.  We  are  also  in  favor  of  S.  2447  author¬ 
izing  a  program  of  research  into  the  effects  of  chemical  pesticides,  and  would 
like  to  see  it  expanded  to  include  all  herbicides  as  well  as  pesticides.  Would 
also  like  to  go  on  record  as  supporting  S.  2617  which  amends  the  Duck  Stamp 
Act  but  would  like  to  see  the  $2  fee  raised  to  $3  with  at  least  65  percent  of  the 
receipts  earmarked  for  waterfowl  area  acquisitions. 

R.  J.  Smith, 

Acting  Director,  Arizona  Oame  and  Fish  Department. 


(Government  reports  on  S.  2617  are  as  follows :) 


Department  of  Agriculture, 

Washington,  March  27, 1958. 


Hon.  Warren  G.  Magnuson, 

Chairman,  Committee  on  Interstate  and  Foreign  Commerce, 
United  States  Senate. 


Dear  Senator  Magnuson:  Reference  is  made  to  your  letter  of  July  24,  1957, 
requesting  a  report  on  S.  2617,  a  bill  to  amend  the  Migratory  Bird  Hunting 
Stamp  Act. 

We  believe  that  the  leasing  for  waterfowl  production  areas  of  small  wet-land 
and  pothole  areas,  or,  where  found  more  advisable,  the  purchasing  of  strategic 
wet  lands  for  that  purpose,  as  would  be  authorized  under  section  3  of  the  bill, 
would  be  a  useful  and  desirable  means  of  cooperation  with  farmers  and  other 
private  landowners  in  many  local  areas.  However,  since  the  other  provisions  of 
the  bill  relating  to  availability  of  funds  under  the  Migratory  Bird  Hunting 
Stamp  Act  are  the  primary  concern  of  another  department,  this  Department 
abstains  from  any  position  with  regard  to  enactment  of  S.  2617. 

The  bill  would  amend  the  Migratory  Bird  Hunting  Stamp  Act  of  1934  so  that 
(1)  not  less  than  65  percent  of  the  revenue  from  the  sale  of  duck  stamps  can 
be  used  for  acquiring  land  for  migratory  bird  refuges;  (2)  not  more  than  20 
percent  of  the  revenue  can  be  used  for  administration,  maintenance,  and  develop¬ 
ment  of  refuges  and  for  investigation  in  regard  to  migratory  waterfowl ;  and 
(3)  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  is  authorized  to  acquire  by  lease,  purchase,  or 
exchange,  small  wet-land  and  pothole  areas  to  be  designated  as  “waterfowl 
production  areas.” 

The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  advises  that  there  is  no  objection  to  the  sub¬ 
mission  of  this  report. 

Sincerely  yours, 


True  D.  Morse,  Acting  Secretary. 


Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States, 

Washington,  July  31,  1957. 

Hon.  Warren  G.  Magnuson, 

Chairman,  Committee  on  Interstate  and  Foreign  Commerce, 

United  States  Senate. 

Dear  Mr.  Chairman  :  Further  reference  is  made  to  your  letter  of  July  24, 
1957,  acknowledged  July  25,  requesting  our  comments  on  S.  2617,  85th  Congress. 
The  bill  would  amend  the  Migratory  Bird  Hunting  Stamp  Act  of  March  16,  1934, 
as  amended. 

The  General  Accounting  Office  has  no  information  as  to  the  need  for,  or 
desirability  of,  this  bill.  Consequently,  we  have  no  comments  to  make  regard¬ 
ing  its  merits. 

It  is  suggested  however,  that  lines  7  and  8  of  page  2  be  amended  by  striking 
out  the  words  “715i  of  this  title”  and  inserting  in  place  thereof  the  words  ‘TO 
of  the  Migratory  Bird  Conservation  Act  (45  Stat.  1224),  as  amended.”  Also, 
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it  appears  that  the  word  “not”  in  line  11,  page  2,  of  the  bill  should  be  the  word 
'“nor.” 

Pursuant  to  your  request,  this  letter  is  submitted  in  triplicate. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Joseph  Campbell. 


Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States, 

Washington,  March  Jt,  195S. 


Bon.  Warren  G.  Magnuson, 

Chairman,  Committee  on  Interstate  and  Foreign  Commerce, 
United  States  Senate. 


Dear  Mr.  Chairman  :  Reference  is  made  to  your  letter  dated  February  13, 
1958,  advising  that  the  Subcommittee  on  Merchant  Marine  and  Fisheries  will 
hold  hearings  on  S.  2447,  S.  2496,  S.  2617,  and  S.  3185  on  March  6  and  7, 
and  requesting  that  you  be  notified  in  the  event  representatives  of  this  office 
may  be  expected  to  testify  on  these  measures. 

As  indicated  in  our  reports  of  July  19,  22,  31,  1957,  and  February  10,  1958, 
to  your  committee  on  these  bills,  the  General  Accounting  Office  had  no  informa¬ 
tion  at  that  time  relative  to  the  need  for,  or  desirability  of,  this  proposed  legis¬ 
lation.  No  additional  information  has  come  to  our  attention  in  the  interim 
and  we,  therefore,  do  not  contemplate  appearing  at  the  hearings  on  March  6 
and  7. 


Sincerely  yours. 


Joseph  Campbell. 


Department  of  the  Interior, 
Washington,  D.  C.,  February  llt, 1958. 

Hon.  Warren  G.  Magnuson, 

Chairman,  Committee  on  Interstate  and  Foreign  Commerce, 

United  States  Senate,  Washington,  D.  C. 

Dear  Senator  Magnuson  :  This  is  in  response  to  your  request  for  the  Depart¬ 
ment’s  views  on  S.  2617,  a  bill  to  amend  the  Migratory  Bird  Hunting  Stamp 
Act  of  March  16,  1934,  as  amended. 

We  recommend  that  S.  2617  not  be  enacted. 

Generally,  the  bill  would  modify  the  existing  act  in  the  following  ways:  (1) 
Not  less  than  65  percent  of  the  revenues  shall  be  available  for  the  location, 
ascertainment,  and  acquisition  of  inviolate  migratory-bird  refuges;  (2)  not  more 
than  15  percent  shall  be  available  for  administration,  enforcement,  and  regu¬ 
latory  investigations  in  connection  with  the  act  and  the  costs  of  printing  and 
selling  the  duck  stamps;  and  (3)  the  remainder  to  be  available  for  development 
and  maintenance  of  the  refuges. 

Assuming  the  same  level  of  duck-stamp  revenues  as  is  presently  received,  the 
65-percent  provision  for  land  acquisition  would  mean  earmarking  $2,925,000  for 
this  purpose.  This  would  leave  a  total  of  $1,575,000  available  for  refuge  de¬ 
velopment  and  maintenance,  enforcement,  regulatory  surveys,  research,  wet-lands 
preservation  investigations,  administration  and  the  costs  of  printing  and  han¬ 
dling  the  stamps,  as  compared  with  $3,100,000  budgeted  for  these  programs  iD 
the  fiscal  year  1958.  These  programs  are  essential  to  the  welfare  of  migratory 
birds  and  cannot  be  reduced  without  serious  adverse  effect  on  the  proper  manage¬ 
ment  of  this  resource.  While  the  increased  funds  for  land  acquisition,  as  in¬ 
sured  by  earmarking,  are  badly  needed  and  will  be  very  helpful  for  preserving 
essential  waterfowl  habitat,  it  should  be  pointed  out  that  this  increase  will 
not  be  sufficient  to  complete  the  needed  acquisition  program  within  the  time  that 
these  water  areas  will  still  be  available. 

We  believe  the  authority  to  acquire  waterfowl  production  areas  by  purchase, 
lease,  or  exchange  is  a  desirable  provision.  Although  we  now  have  authority 
to  acquire  lands  and  waters  for  refuge  purposes,  the  spelling  out  of  the  authority 
for  the  small  marsh  or  pothole  acquisition  is  desirable,  particularly  the  feature 
that  exempts  such  lands  from  being  considered  inviolate  refuges.  We  l>elieve 
the  primary  value  of  these  areas  is  for  waterfowl  production,  and  hunting 
could  be  permitted  without  any  objectionable  consequences. 

The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  has  advised  that  there  is  no  objection  to  the 
submission  of  this  report  to  your  committee. 

Sincerely  yours, 


Ross  Leffler, 

Assistant  Secretary  of  the  Interior. 
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Department  of  the  Interior, 
Washington,  D.  C.,  March  11, 1958. 

Hon.  Warren  G.  Magnuson, 

Chairman,  Committee  on  Interstate  and  Foreign  Commerce, 

United  States  Senate,  Washington,  D.  C. 

Dear  Senator  Magnuson  :  The  Senate  Committee  on  Interstate  and  Foreign 
Commerce  lias  before  it  for  consideration  S.  2617,  a  bill  to  amend  the  Migratory 
Bird  Hunting  Stamp  Act  of  March  16, 1934,  as  amended. 

In  its  present  form,  the  bill  would  modify  the  existing  act  in  the  following 
respects:  (1)  Not  less  than  65  percent  of  the  revenues  derived  from  the  sale  of 
migratory  bird  hunting  stamps,  commonly  referred  to  as  duck  stamps,  would  be 
available  for  the  location,  ascertainment,  and  acquisition  of  inviolate  migratory- 
bird  refuges;  (2)  not  more  than  20  percent  would  be  available  for  administra¬ 
tion,  maintenance,  and  development  of  refuges  and  for  surveys  and  investiga¬ 
tions  involving  migratory  waterfowl ;  and  (3)  the  remaining  15  percent  would  be 
available  for  enforcing  laws  for  the  protection  of  migratory  birds  and  for  the 
cost  of  printing  and  distributing  the  duck  stamps. 

On  February  14,  1958,  this  Department  recommended  that  this  bill  not  be 
enacted.  This  adverse  recommendation  was  prompted  by  the  fact  that  no  basis 
exists  for  earmarking  65  percent,  in  contrast  to  some  other  percent. age,  for  land 
acquisition  and,  more  importantly,  by  the  knowledge  that  such  earmarking  of 
the  revenues  from  the  present  $2  duck  stamp  would  fall  short  of  meeting  the 
immediate  needs  for  land  acquisition.  This  legislation  has  since  received  further 
study,  and  it  has  been  concluded  that  the  widespread  demand  and  recognized 
need  for  an  accelerated  program  of  refuge  land  acquisition  can  best  be  met  by 
two  major  changes  in  the  law  which  provides  the  source  of  funds  for  purchasing 
refuge  lands. 

The  first  of  the  suggested  changes  proposes  an  increase  in  the  cost  of  the  duck 
stamp  from  $2  to  $3,  and  the  second  would  authorize  the  use  of  the  revenues  thus 
produced  (after  deducting  the  cost  involved  in  the  printing  and  sale  of  the 
stamps)  for  land  acquisition  and  incidental  administrative  expenses.  In  addi¬ 
tion  to  the  need  for  amendatory  legislation  to  increase  the  price  of  the  duck 
stamp  and  authority  to  utilize  the  net  proceeds  of  duck-stamp  sales  for  refuge 
land  acquisition,  certain  other  amendments  to  the  present  act  are  desirable  to 
facilitate  better  management  of  refuge  lands.  To  accomplish  the  objectives  here¬ 
after  explained  in  greater  detail,  we  recommend  that  S.  2617  be  amended  to 
conform  to  the  accompanying  draft  and  urge  that,  as  so  amended,  the  bill 
receive  prompt  and  favorable  consideration  by  the  Congress. 

S.  2617,  if  amended  to  read  as  indicated  in  our  suggested  revision,  would 
accomplish  the  following  objectives : 


i 

The  price  of  the  duck  stamp  would  be  increased  from  the  present  price  of  $2 
to  $3.  With  the  increased  cost  of  land,  equipment,  and  materials  and  higher 
salaries  and  wages  since  the  last  increase  in  the  price  of  the  duck  stamp  effected 
in  1949,  such  a  price  increase  is  essential  to  produce  more  revenue  from  the 
sportsmen  who  primarily  benefit  from  this  program,  and  thus  make  it  possible 
to  increase  materially  the  rate  of  progress  in  the  acquisition  and  eventual  devel¬ 
opment  of  migratory  bird  refuges. 

There  has  been  considerable  discussion  during  the  past  2  years  concerning  the 
necessity  for  increasing  the  price  of  the  duck  stamp.  At  the  September  1957 
meeting  of  the  Intel-national  Association  of  Game,  Fish,  and  Conservation  Com¬ 
missioners  (the  official  organization  of  the  State  fish  and  game  conservation 
departments),  a  resolution  was  adopted  which  included,  among  other  features, 
the  recommendation  that  the  price  of  duck  stamps  be  increased  to  $3.  Simi¬ 
larly,  the  Advisory  Committee  to  the  Assistant  Secretary  for  Fish  and  Wildlife, 
a  group  composed  of  leading  conservationists,  made  a  like  recommendation  at 
its  December  1957  meeting.  Several  of  the  State  federations  of  sportsmen’s 
clubs  and  regional  game  associations  have  adopted  similar  resolutions.  Conse¬ 
quently,  we  believe  there  will  be  general  support  for  the  increase  in  the  price  of 
duck  stamps  provided  such  an  increase  is  accompanied  by  assurances  to  the 
contributing  sportsmen  that  there  will  be  an  accelerated  program  of  acquisition 
of  waterfowl  habitat. 
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After  deducting  the  cost  of  printing  and  distributing  the  duck  stamps,  all  of 
the  revenues  would  be  available  for  expenditure  for  the  location,  ascertainment, 
and  acquisition  of  lands  for  migratory  bird  refuges  and  waterfowl  production 
areas. 

At  the  present  time,  the  four  flyway  councils  and  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Serv¬ 
ice  are  cooperating  in  the  development  and  implementation  of  long-range  plans 
for  the  management  of  waterfowl  in  each  flyway,  including  the  acquisition  of 
necessary  habitat.  It  is  contemplated  that  there  will  be  a  State-by-State  ap¬ 
praisal  of  the  remaining  habitat  and  a  determination  of  the  areas  which  should 
be  preserved  and  by  which  governmental  agency.  This  cooperative  venture  is 
fully  in  keeping  with  the  concept  of  State-Federal  partnership.  The  States  have 
demonstrated  a  deep  interest  in  and  a  willingness  to  share  the  burdens  incident 
to  the  management  of  these  valuable  resources.  These  surveys  and  appraisals  of 
the  remaining  habitat  are  in  process  or  about  to  begin  and  will  form  the  basis  of 
future  acquisitions.  Although  final  figures  are  not  now  available  to  indicate 
the  total  acreage  to  be  acquired  by  the  Federal  Government,  it  is  obvious  that 
funds  in  much  larger  amounts  must  be  devoted  to  land  purchases  than  has  been 
possible  during  past  years  if  we  are  to  preserve  as  waterfowl  habitat  even  a 
minimum  portion  of  the  remaining  areas  of  marsh  and  wet  lands. 

The  primary  objective  of  our  present  proposal  is  to  acquire  vital  waterfowl 
habitat  while  the  opportunity  for  such  an  accomplishment  is  still  available  even 
though  it  may  be  necessary  to  defer  for  some  years  the  development  of  these 
lands.  The  loss  of  such  lands  through  drainage  use  and  subsequent  agricul¬ 
tural,  urban,  and  industrial  development  continues  at  a  rapid  pace  and  only  by 
placing  such  lands  under  Federal  control  through  purchase  or  lease  can  we 
hope  to  preserve  sufficient  acreage  to  provide  essential  breeding,  feeding,  resting, 
and  wintering  areas  in  this  country  to  accommodate  the  needs  of  migratory 
waterfowl. 

Although  it  is  estimated  that  it  will  cost  an  average  of  $40  per  acre  for  the 
land  and  expenses  incident  to  acquisition,  this  cost  is  relatively  insignificant 
when  compared  to  what  the  cost  would  be  following  improvement  and  develop¬ 
ment  by  the  landowners. 

Not  all  of  the  habitat  to  be  acquired  will  require  development  or  extensive 
maintenance.  However,  some  areas  will  require  improvement  for  maximum 
waterfowl  use  purposes,  but  this  improvement  will  be  undertaken  only  on  the 
basis  of  actual  need,  as  determined  by  the  Department  in  keeping  with  Federal 
responsibilities  and  requirements.  In  conducting  our  future  programs  following 
the  enactment  of  this  legislation,  we  will  request  funds  through  the  normal 
budgetary  processes  for  the  development,  maintenance,  and  operation  of  refuges, 
to  carry  on  law  enforcement,  and  to  conduct  the  surveys  and  research  which  are 
essential  to  the  proper  management  of  our  migratory  bird  resources. 

in 

The  Secretary  of  the  Interior  would  have  discretionary  authority  to  open  a 
maximum  of  40  percent  of  any  refuge  to  the  hunting  of  migratory  waterfowl. 
Presently,  this  authority  is  limited  to  25  percent  of  the  land  acres  acquired  with 
duck  stamp  funds.  Frequently,  the  checkerboard  pattern  which  has  resulted 
from  the  use  of  several  sources  of  funds  in  refuge  land  acquisitions  makes 
the  opening  of  even  25  percent  of  the  lands  acquired  with  duck  stamp  funds 
impracticable.  Bach  waterfowl  area  has  individual  characteristics  which  re¬ 
quire  greater  latitude  in  management  than  is  now  permissible.  Discretionary 
latitude  in  the  opening  of  national  waterfowl  refuge  lands  to  public  hunting 
would  make  it  possible  to  compensate  for  seasonal  variations  in  the  quality  of 
feeding  and  resting  grounds  resulting  from  wTater  conditions  and  many  other 
factors  beyond  the  control  of  management.  A  further  consideration  is  the  fre¬ 
quent  need  of  allowing  additional  hunting  to  cope  with  problems  of  waterfowl 
depredation  or  to  allow  for  an  adequate  harvest  of  species  in  abundance.  It 
would  also  make  it  possible  to  take  prompt  corrective  action  in  dealing  with 
devastating  eruptions  of  botulism  or  other  waterfowl  diseases. 
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To  further  implement  the  management  features  referred  to  under  III  and  to 
enhance  opportunities  for  saving  the  remaining  small  marshes  in  the  principal 
waterfowl  production  areas  of  the  United  States,  the  proposed  substitute  bill 
would  give  special  recognition  to  the  desirability  of  bringing  these  lands  under 
Federal  control,  while  at  the  same  time  permitting  waterfowl  hunting  to  continue 
unabated.  The  production  grounds  of  the  Dakotas,  Minnesota,  and  Montana 
represent  the  principal  waterfowl  breeding  grounds  in  the  continental  United 
States.  A  program  of  preservation  through  control  by  Federal  acquisition  of 
fee  title  or  lease  agreement  is  contemplated  to  insure  the  continued  availability 
of  these  lands  for  breeding  purposes.  One  of  the  chief  objections  on  the  part 
of  the  landowners  under  present  law  would  be  the  inevitable  curtailment  of 
hunting.  Obviously,  it  would  not  be  feasible  to  open  to  hunting  either  25  or 
40  percent  of  each  2-  to  10-acre  marsh.  Moreover,  these  areas  freeze  over  early 
and  offer  only  limited  hunting  opportunities.  Since  hunting  activities  would  in 
no  way  interfere  with  the  primary  purpose  for  which  these  areas  will  be  estab¬ 
lished,  it  is  proposed  that  they  be  designated  as  management  areas  not  subject 
to  any  statutory  restriction  with  respect  to  hunting. 

An  effective  date  for  the  proposed  increase  in  the  price  of  the  duck  stamp 
would  be  fixed  at  July  1,  1959,  to  avoid  unnecessary  fiscal  complications.  Like¬ 
wise,  to  permit  an  essential  realinement  of  the  fiscal  program  of  the  Bureau  of 
Sport  Fisheries  and  Wildlife,  July  1,  1960,  would  be  fixed  as  the  date  following 
which  the  net  proceeds  from  duck  stamp  revenues  would  be  devoted  exclusively 
to  land  acquisition. 

The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  has  advised  that  there  is  no  objection  to  the  sub¬ 
mission  of  this  report  to  your  committee. 

Sincerely  yours, 


Ross  Leffler, 

Assistant  Secretary  of  the  Interior. 


United  States  Department  of  the  Interior, 

Washington,  D.  G.,  March  17, 1958. 

Hon.  Warren  G.  Magnuson, 

United  States  Senate,  Washington,  D.  C. 

Dear  Senator  Magnuson  :  It  is  my  pleasure  to  call  your  attention  to  the 
recent  announcement  by  Secretary  of  the  Interior  Fred  A.  Seaton  that  the 
Department  has  proposed  to  the  Congress  further  amendments  to  the  Migratory 
Bird  Hunting  Stamp  Act  which  would  significantly  speed  up  migratory  water- 
fowl  refuge  acquisition. 

As  I  view  the  matter  in  the  light  of  personal  knowledge  and  experience 
gained  over  a  period  of  30  years  while  a  member  of  the  Pennsylvania  Game 
Commission,  the  proposal  recommended  by  the  Department  represents  the  most 
forward  looking  and  progressive  step  toward  the  acquisition  of  vital  migratory 
waterfowl  habitat  since  the  inception  of  the  Migratory  Bird  Conservation  Act 
of  February  18,  1929. 

The  plan  is  reflected  in  some  detail  in  the  enclosed  copy  of  this  Department’s 
report  to  you,  as  chairman  of  the  Committee  on  Interstate  and  Foreign  Com¬ 
merce,  which  was  accompanied  by  a  draft  of  legislation  recommended  as  a 
substitute  for  S.  2617.  That  bill  would  have  earmarked  for  land  acquisition 
purposes  not  less  than  65  percent  of  the  revenues  derived  from  the  sale  of  the 
so-called  duck  stamp.  A  similar  report  has  been  sent  to  Chairman  Herbert  C. 
Bonner,  of  the  House  Merchant  Marine  and  Fisheries  Committee.  This  report 
was  similarly  accompanied  by  a  draft  of  a  bill  recommended  as  a  substitute 
for  H.  R.  624  and  several  other  bills  in  the  House  of  Representatives  which 
are  designed  to  give  impetus  to  the  acquisition  of  lands  for  refuge  purposes. 

Under  the  Department’s  suggested  legislation,  the  price  of  the  duck  stamp 
would  be  increased  from  $2  to  $3  and  all  of  the  revenues  thus  produced  (after 
deducting  the  cost  of  printing  and  distributing  the  stamps)  would  be  devoted 
to  land  acquisition.  This  would  produce  more  than  $6  million  annually  which 
would  be  used  to  round  out  some  of  our  present  incomplete  refuges,  to  acquire 
additional  waterfowl  refuge  lands,  and  perhaps  even  more  importantly,  to 
acquire  through  purchase,  lease,  or  donation  some  of  the  fast  disappearing 
small  marsh  and  wet  land  areas  which  are  so  essential  to  the  continued  pro¬ 
duction  of  waterfowl  in  this  country. 
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As  pointed  out  in  the  Department’s  report,  the  primary  objective  of  our 
present  proposal  is  to  acquire  vital  waterfowl  habitat  while  the  opportunity 
to  do  so  is  still  available,  even  though  it  may  be  necessary  in  some  cases  to 
defer  the  development. 

While  the  primary  need  is  to  acquire  additional  lands  to  be  preserved  as 
waterfowl  habitat,  I  can  also  envisage  a  “bonus”  benefit  to  the  fish  and  shellfish 
resources  of  the  Nation,  particularly  those  which  are  found  along  the  south 
Atlantic  and  gulf  coasts.  The  number  and  magnitude  of  the  manmade  changes 
in  the  estuaries,  sloughs,  marshes,  lagoons,  and  swamps  that  fringe  these  coasts 
have  been  increasing  steadily  to  meet  the  needs  of  our  growing  population  and 
industry. 

Coastal  marsh  areas  provide  an  essential  and  unique  habitat  for  important 
game,  sport  fish,  commercial  fish,  and  shellfish  resources.  Not  only  do  these 
areas  provide  wintering  grounds  and  food  for  ducks  and  other  waterfowl,  they 
also  provide  forage  and  cover  for  wild  fur  bearers  such  as  muskrat,  mink,  and 
raccoons.  They  constitute  the  nursery  ground  for  many  kinds  of  fish  and  shell¬ 
fish,  comprising  spawning  grounds  for  some  and  feeding  grounds  for  others. 
Fish  of  both  commercial  and  sport  species,  including  menhaden,  shad,  striped 
bass,  croakers,  weakfish,  and  tarpon,  are  reared  in  these  coastal  marsh  areas 
during  their  early  stages.  Shrimp,  oysters,  and  clams,  which  support  impor¬ 
tant  commercial  fisheries,  spend  at  least  part  of  their  lives  in  this  inshore 
environment.  The  extent  to  which  these  coastal  areas  can  be  placed  in  Federal 
ownership  to  insure  continued  habitat  for  migratory  waterfowl  will  also  con¬ 
tribute  to  the  preservation  of  inshore  environment  of  the  type  upon  which  other 
species  of  game  animals,  fur  bearers,  fish,  and  shellfish  are  dependent. 

In  proposing  that  all  of  the  net  revenues  from  duck  stamp  sales  be  utilized 
for  land  acquisition  we  are  not  overlooking  the  necessity  for  funds  with  which 
to  continue  to  perform  other  essential  functions  relating  to  the  preservation 
and  management  of  our  migratory  bird  resources,  including  the  need  for  carry¬ 
ing  out  an  effective  law  enforcement  program  and  the  survey  and  research 
activities  which  form  the  basis  for  our  annual  migratory  bird  hunting  regula¬ 
tions.  In  conducting  our  future  programs,  following  the  enactment  of  the 
legislation  proposed  by  the  Department,  we  will  request  funds  through  the 
normal  budgetary  processes  for  the  development,  maintenance,  and  operation 
of  refuges,  to  carry  on  law  enforcement,  and  to  conduct  the  survey  and  research 
activities  which  furnish  the  key  to  the  promulgation  of  regulations  permitting 
a  proper  harvest  of  migratory  game  birds.  I  am  confident  that  the  Bureau  of 
the  Budget  and  the  Congress  will  be  responsive  to  our  requests  and  that  on 
the  basis  of  clearly  demonstrated  need  we  shall  be  able  to  obtain  adequate 
appropriations  with  which  to  perform  these  tasks. 

Other  significant  features  of  the  proposed  legislation  are  described  in  the 
report  to  your  committee  and  are  discussed  in  the  enclosed  copy  of  a  statement 
presented  on  March  6  by  Director  Janzen  of  the  Bureau  of  Sport  Fisheries 
and  Wildlife  before  a  subcommittee  chaired  by  you  when  it  considered  S.  2617. 
Should  you  desii’e  additional  information  concerning  any  aspect  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment’s  proposals,  we  should  be  only  too  glad  to  supply  it. 

These  proposals  have  the  personal  interest  and  endorsement  of  Secretary 
Seaton.  We  hope  they  meet  with  the  favor  of  yourself  and  others  who  are 
interested  in  the  preseiwation,  protection,  and  proper  management  of  the  Nation’s 
valuable  migratory  bird  resources. 

Sincerely  yours, 


Ross  Leffler, 
Assistant  Secretary. 


Department  of  Justice, 

March  7,  1958. 

Hon.  Warren  G.  Masntjson, 

Chairman,  Committee  on  Interstate  and  Foreign  Commerce, 

United,  States  Senate,  Washington,  D.  C. 

Dear  Senator  :  This  is  in  response  to  your  request  for  the  views  of  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Justice  concerning  the  bill  (S.  2617)  to  amend  the  Migratory  Bird 
Hunting  Stamp  Act  of  March  16, 1934,  as  amended. 

The  bill  would  amend  section  4  of  the  Migratory  Bird  Hunting  Stamp  Act 
-of  March  16,  1934  (48  Stat.  451),  as  amended,  by  decreasing  the  percentage  of 
the  moneys  received  from  the  sale  of  Federal  migratory  bird  hunting  stamps 
“for  the  location,  ascertainment,  acquisition,  administration,  maintenance,  and 
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development  of  suitable  areas  for  inviolate  migratory-bird  sanctuaries,”  and 
allocating  such  funds  for  certain  of  such  purposes,  by  making  a  proportion  of 
any  area  acquired,  in  the  discretion  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  free  from 
the  prohibitions  against  the  taking  of  birds,  nests,  or  eggs,  and  by  authorizing 
the  Secretary  to  use  funds  under  the  act  or  appropriations  for  the  above  pur¬ 
poses  for  acquiring  by  lease,  purchase,  or  exchange  small  wet  land  and  pothole 
areas  which  would  not  be  classified  as  national  wildlife  refuges  or  be  subject 
to  the  inviolate  sanctuary  provisions  of  the  act. 

Whether  the  bill  should  be  enacted  involves  questions  of  policy  on  which  the 
Department  of  Justice  prefers  to  make  no  recommendation.  However  the  com¬ 
mittee  may  wish  to  give  consideration  to  the  following  suggestions  resulting 
from  the  examination  made  of  the  bill : 

Page  1,  line  4 :  Include  citation  to  appropriate  section  of  the  United 
States  Code,  in  view  of  the  reference  to  the  United  States  Code  on  page 
2,  line  7. 

Page  2,  lines  8-14:  The  exception  should  be  clarified.  The  entire  proviso 
beginning  on  the  first  line  is  new,  and  the  prohibition  as  to  the  shooting  of 
birds  seems  to  be  prospective  and  the  phrase  “not  prior  to  July  1,  1952” 
to  be  inconsistent. 

Page  3,  section  3 :  In  view  of  the  apparent  authorization  to  use  the 
funds  under  subsection  (a)  which  are  therein  limited  to  areas  for  migra¬ 
tory  bird  sanctuaries  under  the  Migratory  Bird  Conservation  Act  for  a 
different  purpose,  acquisition  of  small  areas  in  which  the  birds  are  not 
to  be  protected,  the  language  as  to  the  funds  to  be  available  should  be 
clarified. 

The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  has  advised  that  there  is  no  objection  to  the  sub¬ 
mission  of  this  report. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Lawrence  E.  Walsh, 
Deputy  Attorney  General. 
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FRIDAY,  MARCH  7,  1958 

United  States  Senate, 

Committee  on  Interstate  and  Foreign  Commerce, 
Subcommittee  on  Merchant  Marine  and  Fisheries, 

Washington,  D.  G. 

The  subcommittee  met,  pursuant  to  call,  at  10 :  50  a.  m.,  in  room 
G-16,  United  States  Capitol,  Hon.  Warren  G.  Magnuson  (chairman 
of  the  committee)  presiding. 

The  Chairman.  We  will  now  take  up  S.  3185,  which  is  a  bill  to 
promote  the  conservation  of  migratory  fish  and  game  by  requiring 
certain  approval  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  of  licenses  issued 
under  the  Federal  Power  Act. 

The  Chairman.  We  will  first  hear  Senator  Neuberger,  of  Oregon. 

STATEMENT  OF  HON.  RICHARD  L.  NEUBERGER,  UNITED  STATES 
SENATOR  FROM  THE  STATE  OF  OREGON 

Senator  Neuberger.  Yesterday,  you  and  I  had  a  very  informative 
discussion,  at  least  informative  as  far  as  I  was  concerned,  about  salmon 
at  sea.  Today,  we  are  going  to  discuss  salmon  up  in  the  mountains. 

The  Chairman.  They  have  to  come  from  the  sea  to  get  there. 

Senator  Neuberger.  They  have  to  go  both  places,  they  spawn  in 
the  mountains  and  mature  at  sea,  and  you  and  I  have  the  honor 
to  represent  States  that  are  very  directly  involved  in  both  areas.  I 
appreciate  very  much  the  opportunity  to  come  here  this  morning. 

Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  committee,  the  bill  now  before 
you  to  give  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  and  the  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Service  collateral  jurisdiction  over  issuance  of  Federal  Power  Com¬ 
mission  waterpower  project  licenses  where  fish  and  wildlife  values 
are  involved  reflects  the  present  dilemma  of  water  resource  develop¬ 
ment  in  the  Columbia  River  Basin. 

A  major  crisis  confronts  the  Pacific  Northwest  region  because  poten¬ 
tial  dam  development  brings  us  face  to  face  with  the  question  of  power 
production  versus  migratory  fish  survival.  The  manner  in  which 
this  conflict  is  resolved  will  have  far-reaching  impact,  nationally  and 
internationally,  on  fundamental  conservation  concepts. 

Unfortunately,  the  hour  of  decision  has  been  advanced  by  recent 
decisions  for  abandonment  of  full  and  comprehensive  development  of 
the  Columbia. 

To  provide  for  maximum  utilization  of  the  Columbia — where  lurks 
40  percent  of  the  Nation’s  hydropower  potential — high  dams  are 
needed  in  upstream  areas  to  impound  water  for  flood  control  and  to 
level  out  streamflow,  thus  gaining  efficiency  in  energy  output  from 
downstream  generators. 
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Five  years  ago  a  plan  of  the  Corps  of  Engineers  sought  to  achieve 
these  objectives.  But  administrative  decisions  since  that  time  have 
resulted  in  evaporation  of  hopes  for  their  attainment. 

The  Federal  Power  Commission  decision  favoring  three  small  dams 
of  the  Idaho  Power  Co.,  cost  the  region  in  excess  of  21/2  million  acre- 
feet  of  reservoir  space  at  Hells  Canyon. 

Elimination  of  major  flood-control  facilities  at  the  Priest  Rapids 
and  John  Day  added  nearly  2  million  acre-feet  more  to  the  toll. 

The  Libby  Reservoir  site,  above  Grand  Coulee,  has  become  snarled 
in  international  negotiations. 

The  loss  of  this  storage  potential  has  not  diminished  the  need  for 
obtaining  it.  As  a  result,  the  search  for  alternative  storage  areas  has 
been  accelerated.  Now  it  has  reached  the  point  where  other  values 
involved  in  the  multiple-use  of  water,  such  as  fish  and  wildlife,  are 
seriously  threatened. 

I  have  been  concerned  about  the  course  of  the  conflict  between  fish 
and  power  ever  since  coming  to  the  Senate.  I  fought  for  the  con¬ 
struction  of  a  high  Federal  dam  at  Hells  Canyon  because  it  was  plain 
that,  if  this  storage  site  were  lost,  pressure  would  increase  to  put  con¬ 
crete  barriers  across  streams  spawning  salmon  and  steelhead. 

I  have  tried  to  stimulate  action  in  the  executive  branch  for  negotia¬ 
tions  with  Canada  to  allow  storage  development  of  boundary  waters. 
My  objective  was  to  obtain  power  and  flood  control  in  the  “fishless” 
reaches  of  the  Columbia  above  Grand  Coulee  Dam  to  reduce  the  need 
for  invasion  by  dams  of  such  tributaries  as  the  Clearwater  and  Salmon, 
where  the  toll  on  fish  and  wildlife  would  be  heavy. 

I  regret  that  my  efforts  were  not  more  successful  to  obtain  more 
power  and  flood-control  storage  in  areas  not  involving  fishery  re¬ 
sources.  This  might  have  precluded  the  necessity  for  considering  the 
bill  I  introduced  on  January  29, 1958,  following  an  action  by  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Power  Commission  which,  in  my  opinion,  was  extremely  detri¬ 
mental  to  maintaining  the  migratory  fish  runs  of  the  Columbia  Basin. 

On  January  20,  1958,  the  Commission  ruled  that  a  high  dam  at  the 
Nez  Perce  site  on  the  Snake  River,  between  Oregon  and  Idaho,  would 
be  feasible  for  construction  either  by  the  Government  or  by  private 
interests.  The  decision  stated  “fishery  experts  have  made  great 
strides”  in  enabling  migratory  fish  to  survive  high  dams  like  the  pro¬ 
posed  Nez  Perce  project. 

I  regarded  this  contention  as  premature  and  unwarranted  on  the 
basis  of  existing  information.  As  a  result,  9  days  later,  I  introduced 
the  bill,  S.  3185,  so  that  licenses  for  waterpower  projects  could  not  be 
issued  until  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  is  satisfied  that  the  plans  for 
fish-passing  facilities  would  mitigate  the  loss  of  migratory  fish  and 
game. 

The  Chairman.  I  think  the  record  ought  to  show  here  that  you  are 
speaking  of  licenses  for  waterpower  projects  where  there  is  definitely 
fish  and  wildlife  involved. 

Senator  Neuberger.  That  is  right,  on  rivers  where  there  is  game, 
migratory  fish,  and  so  on. 

I  will  ask  that  the  bill  be  printed  at  this  point  in  my  statement. 

The  Chairman.  It  will  be  printed  in  full  in  the  record. 
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(S.  3185  follows:) 

[S.  3185,  S5th  Cong.,  2d  sess.] 

A  BILL  To  promote  the  conservation  of  migratory  fish  and  game  by  requiring  certain 

approval  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  of  licenses  issued  under  the  Federal  Power 

Act 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  of  the  United  States 
of  America  in  Congress  assembled,  That  the  first  sentence  of  subsection  (e)  of 
section  4  of  the  Federal  Power  Act  is  amended  by  inserting  before  the  period  at 
the  end  thereof  a  colon  and  the  following :  "And  provided  further,  That  no  license 
shall  be  issued  until  the  plans  for  the  project  have  been  approved  by  the  Secretary 
of  the  Interior,  after  consultation  with  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  of  the 
Department  of  the  Interior,  as  not  being  detrimental  to  the  conservation  of 
migratory  fish  and  game”. 

Senator  Neuberger.  Mr.  Chairman,  actually  the  decision  of  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Power  Commission  should  prove  disturbing  to  both  conservation¬ 
ists  and  to  persons  advocating  development  of  the  Columbia  River  for 
power. 

Not  only  are  the  salmon  pilgrimages  of  the  Columbia  endangered 
by  the  proposal  for  a  700- foot  dam  at  Nez  Perce,  but  the  region’s  hy¬ 
droelectric  development  is  jeopardized,  as  well.  This  might  prove 
especially  damaging  to  the  entire  fishing  and  cannery  industry  of  the 
Puget  Sound  area. 

I  particularly  want  to  emphasize  this  to  you  because  I  doubt  if  any 
Senator  in  modern  times  has  been  such  a  champion  of  the  fisheries  in¬ 
dustry  of  the  Pacific  Northwest,  particularly  the  Puget  Sound  area 
in  your  own  State,  where  so  much  of  it  is  concentrated,  and  I  want  to 
emphasize  why  I  think  this  Nez  Perce  decision  of  the  Federal  Power 
Commission,  upon  which  my  bill  is  predicated,  is  such  a  threat,  not 
only  to  waterpower  production,  but  to  the  Puget  Sound  salmon  fishery. 

Nearly  3  years  ago,  the  Canadian  Parliament  approved  a  $250,000 
allocation  to  study  engineering  feasibility  of  diverting  Canada’s  por¬ 
tion  of  the  Kootenai  into  the  Columbia,  and  then  diverting  some  15 
million  acre-feet  or  more  out  of  the  Columbia  and  into  Canada’s 
F raser  River  system. 

Fifteen  million  acre-feet  would  be  nearly  equivalent  to  the  whole 
flow  of  the  Colorado  River  at  Glen  Ferry,  where  it  is  measured. 

In  this  way,  a  volume  of  water  nearly  equal  to  the  flow  of  the  Colo¬ 
rado  would  never  reach  generators  in  the  downstream  portion  of  the 
Columbia  in  the  United  States.  Such  a  diversion  would  have  great 
benefit  to  Canada  because  it  would  drop  a  vast  volume  of  water 
through  turbines  on  the  Fraser,  thus  securing  an  extra  1,200  feet  of 
head. 

An  extra  1,200  feet  of  head  for  the  volume  of  water  I  have  men¬ 
tioned  would  be  nearly  equivalent  to  two  Hoover  Darns,  Hoover  Dam 
being  between  600  and  700  feet  in  height.  This  would  be  equivalent 
to  the  whole  flow  of  the  Colorado,  and  twice  the  head  at  the  Hoover 
Dam. 

Of  course,  the  diversions  would  completely  rule  out  hopes  for  build¬ 
ing  Libby  Dam  on  the  United  States  side  of  the  border.  Also,  shift¬ 
ing  the  flow  from  the  Columbia  to  the  Fraser  would  place  an  eternal 
ceiling  of  future  power  production  at  American  plants  below  the 
border. 

Your  predecessors  often  talked  of  a  third  powerhouse  at  Grand 
Coulee.  You  yourself  have  discussed  that  in  many  speeches. 
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If  this  diversion  takes  place,  there  will  never  be  a  third  powerhouse, 
and  there  is  question  whether  the  two  existing  powerhouses  will  main¬ 
tain  their  production  in  low-water  periods. 

Those  of  us  opposing  Canadian  diversion  have  relied  heavily  on  the 
great  damage  which  diversion  would  do  to  the  sockeye  salmon  migra¬ 
tions  of  the  Fraser  watershed.  Our  great  ally  has  been  the  $30  mil¬ 
lion  salmon  fishery  of  the  Fraser,  which  also  nurtures  the  spawning 
cycle  supplying  a  large  volume  of  the  salmon  processed  at  Puget 
Sound  canneries  from  Tacoma  northward  into  British  Columbia. 

On  the  floor  of  the  Canadian  Parliament,  the  opponents  of  diversion 
have  used  as  a  trump  card  the  fact  that  high  dams  would  eliminate  the 
fish  migrations  valuable  to  both  Canada  and  the  United  States. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  been  reading  Hansard,  which  is  the  Canadian 
equivalent  of  our  Congressional  Record,  and  in  prolonged  debates  at 
Ottawa  in  the  month  of  December,  General  McNaughton  relied  almost 
exclusively  on  the  need  to  protect  the  fish  migration  in  the  Fraser 
River  watershed. 

Now,  the  Federal  Power  Commission  seems  determined  to  snatch 
that  card  away  by  glossing  over  the  damage  which  700- foot-high  Nez 
Perce  Dam  would  do  to  salmon  migrations.  It  now  becomes  many 
times  more  difficult  to  persuade  our  Canadian  friends  that  they  should 
sacrifice  greatly  augmented  power  development  in  order  to  prevent 
high  dams  from  destroying  the  sockeye  runs  of  the  F raser. 

The  American  section  of  the  International  Joint  Commission,  which 
has  jurisdiction  over  development  of  boundary  waters,  has  also  used 
the  existence  of  the  Fraser  salmon  runs  as  an  argument  to  thwart  the 
diversion  proposals. 

But  can  one  agency  of  the  United  States — the  Federal  Power  Com¬ 
mission — blithely  claim  that  methods  are  now  at  hand  to  get  salmon 
runs  over  high  dams  on  the  Snake  and  Salmon  Rivers,  while  another 
Government  agency- — the  International  Joint  Commission — argues 
with  their  Canadian  counterparts  that  high  dams  inevitably  will  be 
fatal  to  salmon  runs  on  the  Fraser  River  ? 

I  would  like  to  emphasize  the  proposed  Nez  Perce  Dam  is  slightly 
over  700  feet  in  height,  while  the  dams  proposed  on  the  Fraser  are  only 
500  feet  in  height,  or  200  feet  lower  in  elevation  than  Nez  Perce. 

Such  doubletalk  would  not  confuse  our  Canadian  friends,  I  am  sure. 
And  they  are  already  aware  of  the  inconsistency  of  our  position.  In 
a  recent  appearance  before  the  External  Affairs  Committee  of  Parlia¬ 
ment,  the  Chairman  of  Canada’s  branch  of  the  IJC,  Gen.  A.  G.  L. 
McNaughton,  commented  on  a  staff  report  of  the  Federal  Power  Com¬ 
mission,  brushing  off  the  dangers  to  migratory  fish  from  high  dams. 
General  McNaughton  said : 

That,  gentlemen,  is  the  opinion  of  the  examiner  of  the  FPC.  It  means  that 
after  many  years  of  controversy  ancl  discussion  of  the  question  of  whether  dams 
are  to  be  built  in  the  upper  waters  of  the  Columbia  and  along  the  Snake  and  so 
on,  the  FPC  decided  that  high  dams  would  be  built,  and  they  put  biologists  and 
other  fishery  engineers  to  work  to  find  ways  to  get  a  reasonable  proportion  of 
fish  up  and  down,  and  they  have  expressed  their  confidence  as  to  the  progress 
and  what  could  be  done. 

General  McNaughton,  the  Chairman  of  Canada’s  section  of  the  IJC, 
is  a  leading  sponsor  of  the  Fraser  diversion.  If  he  speaks  thusly  of 
the  FPC  staff  recommendations,  what  will  he  tell  Parliament  in  view 
of  a  far  stronger  statement  for  high  dams  by  the  entire  membership  of 
our  Federal  Power  Commission  ? 
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In  its  advocacy  of  construction  of  Nez  Perce  Dam,  tlie  FPC  has 
opened  a  Pandora’s  box  which  coukl  trouble  us  for  years  to  come  in 
our  relationships  with  Canada  on  the  upper  reaches  of  the  Columbia 
River  system. 

Certainly,  if  a  major  United  States  agency  concerned  with  water 
resources  now  claims  that  fish  experts  have  made  great  strides  in  pass¬ 
ing  migratory  salmon  over  high  dams  on  the  American  side  of  the 
border,  it  will  be  most  difficult  to  argue  that  such  cannot  be  duplicated 
with  Canadian  high  dams. 

I  want  to  emphasize  that  again,  Mr.  Chairman,  because  in  1955 
I  was  sent  to  Canada  by  the  chairman  of  the  Interior  Committee  to 
survey  this  situation,  and  the  only  argument  against  diversion  I 
found  anywhere  in  that  great  country  with  which  you  are  so  familiar 
and  which  you  have  visited  many  times,  as  I  have,  was  protection  of 
salmon. 

Not  one  other  argument  was  made,  because  even  those  opposed  con¬ 
ceded  it  would  be  in  the  interest  of  Canada  from  the  standpoint  of 
maximum  power  development  at  low  cost. 

In  December  of  1957,  I  wrote  an  article  for  Harper’s  magazine, 
Power  Struggle  on  the  Canadian  Border,  and  in  there  I  emphasized 
that  the  major  factor  that  was  preventing  the  diversion  was  the  pro¬ 
tection  of  the  Fraser  River  salmon  runs. 

Mr.  Chairman,  there  is  no  conclusive  proof  at  present  that  devices 
or  methods  exist  to  enable  salmon  runs  to  survive  dams  such  as  the 
700-foot  Nez  Perce  project,  either  on  the  upstream  or  downstream 
pilgrimages. 

Evidence  of  this  was  expressed  at  a  hearing  in  my  home  city  of 
Portland,  Oreg.,  at  a  hearing  conducted  by  the  Oregon  Water  Re¬ 
sources  Board  as  recently  as  January  21,  1958.  At  that  time,  Mr. 
Samuel  J.  Hutchinson,  regional  director,  Pacific  region,  Bureau  of 
Commercial  Fisheries,  located  at  Seattle,  told  the  Board: 

The  United  States  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  in  the  lack  of  a  proven  method 
of  successfully  passing  anadromous  fish  over  dams  of  this  height,  must  oppose 
these  dams  at  this  time  *  *  *.  The  state  of  our  knowledge  of  fish  passage 
over  high  dams  is  much  too  meager  at  this  time  to  risk  the  survival  of  these 
runs  at  high  dams  incorporating  plans  for  untried  fish-passage  facilities. 

There  is  a  wide  gulf  betwen  the  language  of  the  FPC  decision  that 
fishery  experts  have  made  great  strides  in  developing  fish-passage 
devices,  and  the  statement  of  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service’s  com¬ 
mercial  fisheries  director  from  the  Pacific  Northwest  that  our  knowl¬ 
edge  of  fish  passage  over  high  dams  is  much  too  meager. 

I  ask  that  Mr.  Hutchinson’s  complete  statement  be  included  in  the 
record  at  this  point  with  my  remarks. 

The  Chairman.  It  will  be  placed  in  the  record. 

(The  statement  above  referred  to  follows :) 

Statement  by  the  United  States  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  at  a  Public 

PIearing  Held  in  Portland,  Oreg.,  by  the  Water  Resources  Board,  January 

21, 1958 

(Read  by  Samuel  J.  Hutchinson,  regional  director,  Bureau  of  Commercial 

Fisheries,  Seattle,  Wash.) 

The  fish  runs  in  that  part  of  the  Middle  Snake  River  Basin  which  would  be 
blocked  by  high  dams  are  vital  to  the  Columbia  River  Commercial  Fishery. 
These  high  dams  include  the  Nez  Perce  Dam  on  the  Snake  River,  the  Lower  Canyon 
and  Crevice  Dams  on  the  Salmon  River,  and  the  Wenaha  Dam  on  the  Grande 
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Ronde  River.  These  are  all  high  dams  with  heights  ranging  from  580  to  700 
feet.  All  of  these  dams  would  block  important  runs  of  anadromous  fish.  The 
United  States  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  does  not  approve  the  descriptions  of  fish 
passage  facilities  that  have  been  suggested  elsewhere  for  these  high  dams. 

The  Snake  River  is  estimated  to  produce  some  33  percent  (9,344,000  pounds)  of 
all  the  Columbia  River  salmon  and  steelhead.  All  of  the  blueback  of  the  Snake 
River  spawn  in  the  Redfish  Lakes  area  of  the  Salmon  River. 

The  heart  and  core  of  the  Snake  River  fishery  production  is  contained  in  the 
areas  which  would  be  blocked  by  these  dams.  Loss  of  the  fishery  production  of 
these  streams  would  be  disastrous  to  the  Columbia  River  commercial  and  sport 
fishery  and  to  the  very  important  segment  of  the  regional  and  national  economy 
dependent  on  that  fishery. 

The  United  States  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  in  the  lack  of  a  proven  method  of 
successfully  passing  anadromous  fish  over  dams  of  this  height,  must  oppose 
these  dams  at  this  time.  It  is  true  that  our  agency,  in  cooperation  with  the 
State  fish  and  game  agencies,  is  attempting  to  find  means  of  successfully  passing 
fish  over  high  dams.  However,  the  great  importance  of  the  fish  runs  which 
depend  on  uninterrupted  access  to  the  Salmon  and  Grande  Ronde  Rivers  rules 
out,  for  the  present,  any  proposals  by  the  United  States  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 
for  fish  passage  at  these  dams,  pending  trial  elsewhere  on  streams  where  the  run 
of  fish  is  less  important  and  pending  much  more  research.  The  state  of  our 
knowledge  of  fish  passage  over  high  dams  is  much  too  meager  at  this  time  to 
risk  survival  of  these  runs  at  high  dams  incorporating  plans  for  untried  fish 
passage  facilities. 

I  repeat  that  the  United  States  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  is  opposed  to  Nez 
Perce,  Lower  Canyon,  Crevice,  or  Wenaha  Dams  at  this  time. 

Senator  Nettberger.  His  view  has  been  affirmed  by  one  of  the  Na¬ 
tion’s  outstanding  authorities  in  the  field  of  fish  biology,  Dr.  Ira  Noel 
Gabrielson,  formerly  Chief  of  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  and  now 
executive  director  of  the  National  Wildlife  Management  Institute,  a 
personal  friend  of  yours  and  mine,  Mr.  Chairman. 

On  November  6, 1957,  Dr.  Gabrielson  wrote  to  me : 

Regardless  of  statements  that  have  appeared  from  time  to  time,  there  simply 
is  not  enough  know-how  to  get  anadromous  fish  over  such  high  dams.  They 
would  be  a  barrier  to  the  adult  fish  on  the  upstream  migration  and  to  the  young 
fish  on  their  move  to  the  sea. 

This  expert  testimony  refutes  the  cavalier  attitude  of  the  Federal 
Power  Commission  on  the  prospects  for  handling  fish-passage  prob¬ 
lems,  and  underscores  the  necessity  for  tempering  such  disregard  of 
fish  and  wildlife  values  with  the  protective  procedures  similar  to  those 
embodied  in  the  bill  I  have  introduced. 

Inasmuch  as  I  have  mentioned  our  friend  Dr.  Gabrielson,  his  suc¬ 
cessor  is  in  the  room  today.  Another  friend  of  yours  and  mine,  Mr. 
Chairman,  Mr.  Albert  M.  Day,  who  is  presently  the  director  of  the 
Fsh  Commission  of  the  State  of  Oregon,  by  appointment  of  Governor 
Holmes,  and  I  am  very  pleased  that  Director  Day  expects  to  testify 
later  this  morning. 

It  has  been  argued  that  adequate  protection  is  given  by  provisions  of 
the  Federal  Water  Power  Act  requiring  the  Federal  Power  Commis¬ 
sion  to  give  due  regard  and  consideration  to  fish  and  wildlife  prior  to 
the  issuance  of  licenses. 

This  admonition  has  always  been  in  the  act,  yet  we  have  had  deci¬ 
sions  adverse  to  fish  in  the  famous  Pelton  Dam  case,  in  the  case  of  the 
Mayfield  project  on  Washington’s  Cowlitz  Kiver,  the  case  of  Beaver 
Marsh  project  on  the  McKenzie,  and  now  the  Nez  Perce  opinion. 

The  actions  of  the  Commission  verify  the  need  for  restrictions 
based  on  more  expert  judgments. 
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Further  evidence  of  the  FPC’s  present  disregard  for  survival  of 
migratory  lish  is  illustrated  in  conditions  at  licensed  Idaho  Power  Co. 
dams  now  under  construction  on  the  Snake  River. 

Although  the  company  claims  that  the  Brownlee  unit  is  nearly  80 
percent  complete,  the  fish-passage  facilities  at  the  project  have  not  yet 
been  approved  by  the  Commission. 

I  want  to  emphasize  this,  because  it  seems  to  me  this  is  a  vivid  ex¬ 
ample  of  the  fact  that  the  protection  of  migratory  fisheries  today  is 
of  no  material  concern  to  the  Federal  Power  Commission. 

Adequacy  of  fish-handling  devices  should  have  been  an  early  con¬ 
sideration  in  Commission  action  on  this  project.  Yet  the  minutes  of 
the  95th  meeting  of  the  Columbia  Basin  Interagency  Committee  held 
in  Tacoma,  Wash.,  on  January  29,  1958,  disclose: 

The  power  company  has  requested  the  Federal  Power  Commission  to  make  a 
decision  on  the  fish-handling  problem  at  Brownlee  Dam.  The  company  is  not 
willing  to  construct  anything  until  they  are  ordered  to  do  so  by  the  Commis¬ 
sion. 

Does  this  constitute  adequate,  prior  attention  by  the  Commission 
to  assure  survival  of  the  migratory  salmon  runs  of  the  Snake  River  ? 
This  failure  by  the  Commission  to  require  early  and  adequate  fish¬ 
handling  facilities  at  the  Brownlee  site  is  the  crowning  perfidy  in  its 
sorry  record  in  the  Hells  Canyon  case. 

The  fear  has  been  expressed  to  me  that  the  language  of  S.  3185 
would  assign  a  veto  power  to  fishery  experts  and  that  this  would  give 
conservation  of  fish  and  game  a  superior  status  in  evaluating  the  mul¬ 
tiple-purpose  uses  of  water  resources. 

I  would  like  to  point  out,  however,  that  the  Water  Power  Act  now 
restricts  the  Commission’s  licensing  authority  by  providing  that — 

No  license  affecting  the  navigable  capacity  of  any  navigable  waters  of  the 
United  States  shall  be  issued  until  the  plans  of  the  dam  or  other  structures  affect¬ 
ing  navigation  have  been  approved  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  and  the  Secretary 
of  the  Army. 

Yet,  it  is  not  argued  that  this  delegation  of  authority  to  the  Army 
engineers  and  Secretary  of  the  Army  has  resulted  in  navigation  en¬ 
joying  superior  consideration  in  development  of  water  projects,  nor 
that  the  Secretary  has  wielded  undue  veto  power  over  project  licenses. 

Surely,  parallel  participation  of  fish  experts  in  FPC  verdicts  ought 
to  be  required  where  the  streams  at  stake  are  the  habitat  of  fish  pil¬ 
grimages  worth  many  millions  of  dollars. 

In  the  management  of  our  Nation’s  water  resources  for  their  full 
multiple-purpose  benefits,  major  fisheries  certainly  deserve  protection 
equal  to  that  afforded  the  requirements  of  navigation. 

The  irregularity  in  our  laws  protecting  fish  and  navigation  was  suc¬ 
cinctly  summarized  in  an  address  by  Mr.  D.  H.  J anzen,  of  the  Bureau 
of  Sport  Fisheries  and  Wildlife,  United  States  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Service,  at  the  23d  North  American  Wildlife  Conference  at  St.  Louis, 
Mo.,  only  this  past  week,  March  3, 1958,  in  which  he  said : 

A  friend  of  mine  recently  asked  me  why  fish  should  not  have  as  much  considera¬ 
tion  as  barges  in  a  navigation  system.  I  think  he  had  a  point.  Water  is  just 
as  important  to  a  fish  as  it  is  to  a  barge,  but  the  laws  of  our  land  do  a  much  better 
job  protecting  the  right  of  a  barge  to  unimpeded  movement  than  they  do  a  run 
of  fish  whose  very  existence  depends  upon  the  continuance  of  an  unobstructed 
river  system.  There  are  various  proven  ways  of  transporting  freight  from  one 
point  to  another  or  of  producing  electric  power,  but  so  far  no  one  has  success¬ 
fully  changed  the  life  history  of  a  salmon. 
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I  would  like  to  say  that  Mr.  Janzen’s  remarks  on  March  3  closely 
parallel  the  remarks  of  the  senior  Senator  from  Washington  on  the 
floor  of  the  United  States  Senate  yesterday  in  discussing  the  fisheries 
treaty. 

Advocates  of  power  development  in  the  Pacific  Northwest  have 
raised  objections  that  the  language  of  S.  3185  gives  too  great  authority 
to  officials  of  the  Interior  Department.  In  my  opinion,  the  perform¬ 
ance  record  of  the  Federal  Power  Commission  shows  that  it  is  not 
competent  to  evaluate  the  recognition  which  should  be  given  to  fish 
and  wildlife  in  the  licensing  of  projects. 

Some  agency  of  Government  must  be  assigned  this  function  if 
migratory  fish  runs  are  to  be  passed  on  to  future  generations. 

Again,  I  emphasize  the  sorry  record  in  the  Brownlee  case  which 
demonstrates  that  the  Federal  Power  Commission  doesn’t  have  any 
real  desire  to  protect  these  fish  runs. 

During  consideration  of  this  bill,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  urge 
that  every  opponent  of  this  measure  be  asked  the  question : 

Who  should  determine  the  protection  to  be  afforded  fish  and  game  when  water- 
power  projects  are  proposed? 

The  opponents  of  my  bill  should  be  asked  to  suggest  specific  lan¬ 
guage  which  will  assure  adequate  treatment  for  this  resource.  I  am 
not  wedded  to  the  precise  wording  of  the  bill  now  before  your  commit¬ 
tee,  and  would  welcome  suggestions  for  any  improvement  which  would 
adequately  meet  the  demands  of  the  problem. 

I  think  people  who  oppose  the  bill  should  be  asked  if  they  think 
the  record  of  the  Federal  Power  Commission  in  the  slightest  way 
demonstrates  the  Commission  is  at  all  concerned  about  the  survival 
of  migratory  fisheries,  and  then  what  specific  language  they  would 
suggest  as  an  alternative,  and  who  they  believe  should  protect  fish 
and  game  and  other  wildlife  values  when  these  projects  are  licensed. 

In  recent  years  it  has  fallen  to  citizens  groups,  such  as  the  Izaak 
Walton  League,  the  Wildlife  Management  Institute,  the  National 
Wildlife  Federation,  The  Sierra  Club,  the  Wilderness  Society,  and 
other  groups  to  defend  the  public  interest  against  encroachment  of 
our  fisheries  by  ill-planned  dams. 

Their  position  deserves  the  backing  of  official  Government  agencies, 
whose  judgment  as  to  the  inadequacy  or  adequacy  of  project  plans 
is  based  on  the  findings  of  experts  in  this  field. 

That  is  why  I  urge  that  your  distinguished  committee  give  favorable 
consideration  to  my  proposal  giving  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  and 
the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  collateral  jurisdiction  in  licensing  of 
water-power  projects.  Some  such  safeguard  is  required  lest  major 
fish  runs  be  wiped  out  in  the  region  you  and  I  love  and  help  to  represent 
in  the  United  States  Senate. 

Thank  you,  very  much. 

The  Chairman.  Thank  you,  Senator  Neuberger. 

Do  you  know  who  has  filed  on  the  Nez  Perce  project  ? 

Senator  Neuberger.  To  date  nobody  has  filed. 

The  Chairman.  But  it  is  your  contention  that  the  recent  decision 
would  open  the  door  for  filings  for  purely  power  projects  ? 

Senator  Neuberger.  I  would  say  it  was  an  invitation  to  do  so. 

The  Chairman.  An  invitation  for  utilities  to  file  ? 
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Senator  Neuberger.  In  fairness  to  the  utilities,  or  some  proposal 
such  as  in  the  John  Day  partnership,  for  some  interest,  either  public 
or  private,  to  file. 

The  Chairman.  Now,  I  note  what  you  say,  and  I  am  in  entire 
agreement  wtili  what  you  say  regarding  the  Hells  Canyon  and  the 
Brownlee  Dam  situation.  I  read  somewhere,  only  this  week,  in  a 
fisheries  trade  magazine,  or  trade  communication,  that  there  was  some 
project  being  started  on  Brownlee,  an  experiment  or  a  research  project 
on  electrical  methods  of  guiding  fish. 

I  wonder  if  we  could  have  for  the  record.  Who  instituted  that 
project?  Was  it  the  people  building  the  dam,  the  Fish  and  Wild¬ 
life  Service,  or  the  Federal  Power  Commission,  who  instituted  the 
experiment  ? 

(Interior  release  dated  March  14, 1958,  is  inserted  herewith :) 

[For  release  from  the  United  States  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service] 

Big  Field  Test  Planned  for  Electrical  Guiding  of  Young  Salmon 

A  full-scale  field  experiment  on  the  effectiveness  of  electrical  apparatus  in 
guiding  young  seabound  salmon  away  from  danger  area  will  begin  late  in  March 
and  continue  throughout  the  period  of  migration,  Assistant  Secretary  of  the 
Interior  Ross  Leffler  announced  today.  The  test  will  be  made  at  Lake  Taps  on 
the  White  River,  a  tributary  to  Puget  Sound  in  the  State  of  Washington. 

The  project  will  be  one  of  the  highlights  of  the  electrical  guiding  experi¬ 
mental  program  which  the  Bureau  of  Commercial  Fisheries,  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment’s  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  has  been  conducting  for  about  7  years.  It  is 
the  Bureau’s  first  large-scale  test  on  the  use  of  electrical  equipment  to  divert 
young  fish  from  danger  areas. 

Two  field  tests  on  streams  approximating  100  feet  in  width  have  been  success¬ 
ful,  as  have  numerous  laboratory  and  aquarium  tests.  In  the  pending  test  a 
1,000-foot  electrical  fence  will  be  used.  A  “fence”  consists  of  a  line  of  electrodes 
which  hang  in  the  water  at  specified  intervals,  and  which  carry  pulsating  direct 
electric  current  supplied  by  a  source  on  the  shore. 

As  the  small  fish  approach  the  electrical  field  they  are  guided  into  a  trap  for 
enumeration.  An  additional  trap  will  be  used  to  catch  any  fish  which  may  get 
through  the  electrical  field.  In  this  way  the  actual  effectiveness  of  the  device 
under  normal  field  conditions  can  be  ascertained. 

The  electrical  guiding  experiments  have  been  conducted  to  get  solutions  for 
four  general  types  of  problems  relating  to  fish  migrations  : 

Guiding  adult  fish  around  barriers  which  block  upstream  migration ; 

Guiding  young  fish  safely  around  danger  spots  on  their  downstream 
migration ; 

Separating  wanted  from  unwanted  fish  ; 

Protecting  young  fish  from  predators. 

The  value  of  electrical  apparatus  in  guilding  adult  salmon  and  steelhead  trout 
upstream  passed  a  major  test  some  months  ago  at  Brownlee  Dam  on  the  Snake 
River.  During  a  full-scale  test  more  than  15,000  fish  bound  for  their  spawning 
grounds  were  led  into  traps  and  transported  to  waters  above  the  construction 
area. 

Considerable  success  has  been  achieved  in  separating  food  fish  from  the  sea 
lamprey  in  the  Great  Lakes  area.  The  food  fish  reacted  to  the  properly  pulsed 
current  and  were  led  into  safety  but  adult  lamprey  on  their  way  to  spawn  went 
right  through  it  and  plunged  into  another  electrical  field  of  sufficient  strength 
to  kill  practically  every  lamprey  entering  it. 

The  chief  problem  area  for  predation  is  in  the  lower  Columbia  River  where 
hordes  of  squawfish  are  a  final  hazard  for  young  salmon  planted  from  hatcheries. 
Some  progress  has  been  made  here  but  there  is  still  much  to  be  accomplished 
before  this  problem  can  be  considered  solved. 

The  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  has  recently  issued  a  report  on  the  use  of 
electrical  equipment  in  guiding  adult  salmon.  This  illustrated  report  is  en¬ 
titled  “Special  Scientific  Report— Fisheries  No.  246,  Diversion  of  Adult  Salmon 
by  an  Electrical  Field.”  A  limited  supply  is  available  through  the  United  States 
Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  Department  of  the  Interior,  Washington,  D.  C. 
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The  Chairman.  As  the  Senator  from  Oregon  points  out,  it  is  also 
true  that  nothing  has  been  done  in  the  construction,  itself,  on  this 
so-called  fish  problem. 

Senator  Neuberger.  The  thing  that  disturbs  me  about  Brownlee  is 
that  the  company  boasts  the  project  is  80  percent  completed,  yet  the 
plans  for  the  protection  of  fish  are  in  a  highly  vague  and  ambiguous 
state. 

I  understand  that  adult  fish  are  being  trapped  below  the  dam  and 
trucked  above  the  dam  where  the  spawning  will  take  place,  but  they 
have  had  no  facilities  worked  out  for  getting  the  fingerlings  down¬ 
stream,  as  I  understand  it. 

They  were  totally  unprepared  for  something  that  happened  which 
certainly  they  should  have  been  aware  of,  and  which  the  Federal 
Power  Commission  should  have  required  them  to  be  aware  of  if  they 
had  an  interest  in  fisheries,  and  that  was  this. 

You  were  one  of  the  leading  proponents  of  the  Dalles  Dam  on  the 
Columbia  River  that  flooded  out  an  Indian  fishery.  You  were  also 
one  of  the  leading  advocates  of  the  very  substantial  reimbursement 
which  went  to  the  Indians  for  loss  of  that  asset. 

But  the  elimination  of  the  Indian  fishery  resulted  in  a  vast  upstream 
escapement  of  salmon  which  had  not  occurred  in  modern  times,  or  of 
recent  record.  And  some  of  them  went  up  the  Snake  in  the  Brownlee 
area,  and  there  were  no  facilities  provided  to  take  care  of  this  much 
larger  escapement  than  had  been  anticipated,  even  though  the  Brown¬ 
lee  Dam  was  some  80  percent  completed. 

I  think  this  is  further  indication  of  the  fact  that  the  FPC  itself  is 
not  prepared  to  protect  these  wildlife  values. 

The  Chairman.  I  note  what  you  say,  and  I  can’t  express  the  opinion 
of  other  members  of  the  committee,  or  subcommittee — I  wish  there 
were  more  here  to  listen  to  not  only  your  testimony  but  other  testi¬ 
mony  on  this  very  important  matter  that  we  have  particularly  concen¬ 
trated  in  the  Pacific  Northwest  area. 

I,  too,  have  been  personally  concerned  with  the  trend  in  Canada, 
and  no  one  has  been  closer,  I  think,  to  the  problem  of  water  storage 
in  Canada  than  I  have  for  a  long,  long  time,  over  twenty-some  years 
in  Congress  alone. 

It  seems  to  me  that  if  there  had  been  more  activity  on  the  part  of 
the  Federal  Power  Commission,  or  more  concern  about  this  matter 
which  also  directly  involves  our  fish  problem,  that  we  wouldn’t  have 
many  of  these  problems  downstream  and  in  the  Snake. 

The  International  Joint  Commission  has  done  practically  nothing 
in  my  opinion  about  this  matter  over  the  years. 

Libby  Dam,  or  the  Libby  storage  problem  has  been  before  us,  I 
don’t  know  how  many  years,  and  with  no  action. 

Some  days  I  wonder  what  the  International  J oint  Commission  does 
do— they  have  meetings.  I  must  confess  every  time  they  make  a 
change  in  the  American  chairmanship,  I  have  some  hopes  that  some¬ 
thing  might  happen,  but  every  time  a  change  is  made  it  is  usually  one 
whose  philosophy  seems  to,  in  the  past,  at  least,  from  experience,  the 
chairman  has  been  one  who  hasn’t  been  too  concerned  about  the  com¬ 
prehensive  development  of  the  river,  but  rather  more  concerned  about 
power  development  of  power  projects,  and  so-called  vague  partner¬ 
ships  and  things  of  that  nature. 
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Senator  Neuberger.  We  don’t  even  have  a  right  in  the  Senate  to 
confirm  that  chairman. 

The  Chairman.  No;  and  that  doesn’t  solve  our  problem  at  all 
whether  your  contention  is  right  or  wrong,  or  has  merit  one  way  or 
another. 

The  new  chairman  of  the  American  Commission,  I  am  hopeful, 
if  he  has  as  much  energy  in  helping  get  storage  projects  for  all  of  us, 
public,  private,  and  all  the  dams,  as  he  has  exhibited  in  some  cases  in 
the  State  of  Oregon,  we  might  get  something  done.  I  still  have  hopes. 

But  it  seems  to  me  that,  No.  1,  we  had  better  straighten  this  out, 
if  not  only  for  one  reason,  and  that  is  to  shown  the  Canadians  that 
we  are  consistent  in  what  we  are  trying  to  do.  I  don’t  know  whether 
your  proposal  is  the  answer. 

I  know  that  there  is  some  objection  to  it,  to  the  wording,  and 
I  am  glad  you  stated  in  your  statement  that  you  are  not  wedded  to 
the  language. 

Senator  Neuberger.  Not  at  all. 

The  Chairman.  But  I  do  know  the  main  objective  T  think  is  pretty 
dear  to  all  of  us  out  there,  and  without  it,  we  are  not  going  to  make 
anv  progress  in  Canada. 

Senator  Neuberger.  I  would  say  this:  I  don’t  think  any  Mem¬ 
ber,  and  I  don’t  say  this  in  flattery — I  don’t  think  any  Member 
of  the  United  States  Senate  has  done  more  to  help  another  interna¬ 
tional  commission  with  a  better  record,  the  International  Fisheries 
Commission,  to  put  in  those  great  numbers  of  fish-passage  facilities 
and  staircases  at  Hell  Gate,  which  revived  the  great  sockeye  run 
on  the  Fraser — you  were  more  responsible  for  that  than  any  other 
Member  of  Congress. 

Mrs.  Neuberger  and  I  have  been  up  there,  and  we  are  thrilled  to 
see  where  that  great  landslide  took  place  and  the  fish  were  shut  off. 
Today  there  are  just  thousands,  if  not  millions  of  sockeye  going  into 
the  upper  reaches  of  the  Fraser,  and  there  is  this  enormous  fishery 
on  Puget  Sound,  Vancouver  Island,  on  the  mainland  of  British  Co¬ 
lumbia,  based  on  that  run. 

General  McNaughton  has  come  out  for  diversion.  As  we  sit  here 
today,  Mr.  Chairman,  engineers  are  in  the  Monashee  Range  now 
to  see  where  that  tunnel  can  be  drilled,  and  the  only  reason  that  Gen¬ 
eral  McNaughton  hasn’t  been  able  to  get  the  diversion  through  is, 
they  point  out  in  Canada,  those  500-foot  dams  on  the  Fraser  im¬ 
pounding  the  diversion  would  wipe  out  the  sockeye. 

But  I  am  afraid  on  the  day  that  the  FPC  licenses  Nez  Perce,  and 
says  that  the  700-foot  dam  at  Nez  Perce  will  not  wipe  out  the 
cliinook  runs,  on  the  day  that  happens,  General  McNaughton  will  have 
a  trump  card  in  his  hand  for  the  diversion. 

The  Chairman.  I  have  just  recently  come  from  Ottawa.  I  went 
up  on  another  matter,  but  it  was  the  development  of  the  resources 
of  the  area  in  which  you  served  during  the  war. 

I  happened  to  be  in  Ottawa  the  day  they  decided  to  go  to  the  people 
for  a  new  election,  a  lot  of  political  excitement,  and  the  last  day 
of  the  session  of  Parliament. 

There  was  a  great  deal  of  talk,  perhaps  as  I  was  there,  by  mem¬ 
bers  of  Parliament  and  members  of  the  Cabinet,  that  unless  we  could 
arrive  at  some  plan  and  knew  exactly  what  we  were  doing  on  this  over- 
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all  problem,  that  it  could  well  become  a  political  issue  in  this  political 
campaign  in  the  great  western  area.  I  think  Mr.  McNaughton  has  a 
lot  of  tools  to  work  with,  because  of  our  failure  to  move  on  the  storage 
problem,  and  be  consistent  in  what  we  are  doing,  and  our  lack  of  a 
comprehensive  plan. 

I  have  a  bill,  S.  2847,  on  which  there  will  be  some  testimony  regard¬ 
ing  a  comprehensive  plan.  I  suppose  I  will  be  accused  of  attempting 
to  establish  a  new  Columbia  River  Authority,  or  something  of  that 
nature,  which  is  not  at  all  correct. 

Senator  Neuberger.  And  a  very  good  bill  it  is,  if  I  am  not  mistaken. 

The  Chairman.  There  wil  be  testimony  here,  I  believe,  that  the  gen¬ 
eral  idea  of  your  proposal  could  be  incorporated  in  this  overall  bill. 

Senator  Neuberger.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to  reiterate  something 
you  stressed  a  moment  ago.  I  am  not  wedded  to  a  separate  bill.  I 
am  certainly  not  committed  to  the  language  in  this  bill.  The  goal 
I  seek  is  this :  if  and  when  licenses  are  granted  for  these  projects  on 
our  rivers  in  the  Northwest,  there  must  be  some  proper  protection 
provided  for  these  fisheries  and  wildlife  values  which  will  assure  that 
they  survive. 

The  Chairman.  Would  you  agree  with,  me  without  coming  to  any 
conclusions  on  it,  that  the  main  problem  involved  here  lies  in  the 
geographical  area  of  the  Snake  and  the  Salmon  and  its  tributaries  ? 

Senator  Neuberger.  I  would  say  that  the  main  problem  is  involved 
fii'st  and  foremost  in  the  Salmon  River,  where  some  60  or  65  percent 
of  the  whole  spring  cliinook  salmon  run  of  the  Columbia  River  Basin 
spawns. 

Secondly,  in  the  Clearwater  River,  another  tributary  of  the  Snake, 
where  we  have  very  valuable  steelhead  migrations,  and  then  to  some 
degree  on  some  of  the  lower  rivers  in  both  our  States — such  as  the 
Deschutes,  the  Cowlitz,  and  rivers  like  that — not  as  great  in  magni¬ 
tude  as  the  salmon  and  the  Clearwater,  but  important  nonetheless  as 
possible  downstream  sanctuaries,  if  it  is  ever  decided  to  try  to  move 
the  fish  run  downstream  as  was  done  at  the  Grand  Coulee  into  the 
Methow  and  the  Wenatchee  Rivers,  which  lie  below  Grand  Coulee. 

The  main  problem,  I  think  first  and  foremost,  is  the  Salmon  River, 
the  Imnaha,  the  Grande  Ronde,  and  the  Clearwater,  all  in  the  Little 
Snake. 

The  Chairman.  So  that  the  record  is  clear,  because  I  want  to  assure 
the  Senator  from  Oregon  that  I  am  going  to  make  every  attempt  pos¬ 
sible  to  continue  the  development  of  the  dams  on  the  lower  Snake, 
namely,  lower  Monumental.  I  think  it  is  high  time,  and  the  atmos¬ 
phere  looks  like  it  is  such  that  we  might  be  successful.  Would  you 
consider  that  they  pose  the  problem  that  is  posed  here  with  the  present 
plans  ? 

Senator  Neuberger.  Not  to  any  of  the  degree  at  all  that  is  posed  by  a 
dam  like  Nez  Perce  of  some  700  or  more  feet  in  height. 

The  Chairman.  These  are  low  ? 

Senator  Neuberger.  These  are  low,  and  I  think  it  has  been  demon¬ 
strated  that  low  dams  such  Bonneville  and  McNary  are  not  a  major 
obstacle  to  survival  of  the  fish  runs. 

The  Chairman.  Are  you  satisfied  that  the  plans  for  John  Day  will 
take  care  of  the  problem  there  ? 
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Senator  Neuberger.  I  am  satisfied  from  my  limited  knowledge  and 
from  what  I  learn  from  people  who  do  have  wisdom  and  knowledge 
in  this  field. 

The  John  Day  plans  will  be  equally  as  satisfactory  as  those  at  the 
Bonneville  and  McNary,  because  it  is  a  dam  similar  in  scope  to  those, 
and  design. 

We  hope  you  will  continue  to  have  success  in  getting  appropriations 
so  the  John  Day  Dam  may  be  built,  despite  the  opposite  of  the 
Budget  Bureau  to  your  efforts. 

The  Chairman.  I  want  the  record  to  show  that  when  the  Senator 
from  Oregon  mentions  the  Fraser  River  salmon  resource,  that  I  think 
we  will  all  agree  that  since  we  have  cleared  that  obstruction  in  the 
river  we  have  found  that  the  sockeye  salmon  have  increased.  The 
cooperation  between  United  States  and  Canada  under  the  treaty  is 
being  administered  very  well,  and  everyone  is  apparently  quite  well 
satisfied  with  the  revival  of  the  runs,  and  the  method  in  which  we  are 
allowed  to  take  them.  It  has  become  a  great  industry  in  Puget  Sound 
and  Canada. 

Senator  Neuberger.  The  success  of  the  International  Fisheries 
Commission  is  a  pleasant  contrast  to  the  failure  of  the  International 
Joint  Commission  to  meet  similar  problems. 

The  Chairman.  Maybe  we  ought  to  suggest  an  amendment  to  the 
act  creating  the  International  Joint  Commission  for  Senate  confirma¬ 
tion  so  that  we  might  find  out  what  these  people  think  before  they 
get  on  the  Commission. 

Senator  Neuberger.  I  have  a  bill  in  for  that  purpose,  and  I  think 
it  would  be  an  excellent  thing  to  do. 

The  Chairman.  I  think  the  committee  might  pass  it  now.  I  can¬ 
not  speak  for  them,  but  they  might  do  it. 

Senator  Neuberger.  That  would  be  very  welcome,  Mr.  Chairman. 

The  Chairman.  Thank  you,  Senator  Neuberger.  I  think  you  have 
covered  this  very  well,  and  you  have  done  a  service  in  pointing  out 
what  a  lot  of  people  do  not  realize  is  going  on,  and  that  is  the  Canadian 
trend. 

Senator  Neuberger.  I  think  you  are  one  of  the  comparatively  few 
people  in  the  position  of  national  leadership  who  realizes  just  what 
this  involves  to  us. 

The  upper  Columbia  River  is  one  of  our  greatest  resources,  but  if 
diversion  takes  place,  it  could  be  an  absolute  disaster.  At  Canal 
Flats,  where  the  Columbia  rises,  they  can  divert  the  Kootenai  with  a 
steam  shovel  and  do  it  for  less  than  a  million  dollars,  and  virtually 
wipe  out  that  river  in  the  United  States. 

I  want  to  thank  you  for  the  leadership  you  have  always  shown  in 
this  issue. 

The  Chairman.  We  have  next  Albert  Day,  the  new  head  of  the 
Oregon  Fish  Commission,  well  known  to  most  of  us  here  in  Wash¬ 
ington.  We  are  glad  to  see  you  back  in  your  old  haunts. 
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STATEMENT  OF  ALBERT  M.  DAY,  DIRECTOR,  STATE  FISHERIES, 

STATE  OF  OREGON 

Mr.  Day.  Mr.  Chairman,  as  you  have  stated,  I  am  now  director  of 
the  Oregon  Fish  Commission  and  very  happy  in  my  new  job  on  the 
west  coast.  The  commission  requested  that  I  appear  here  today  in 
support  of  Senator  Neuberger’s  bill,  S.  3185. 

This  bill  has  been  described,  would  further  amend  the  Federal 
Power  Act  by  requiring  approval  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  of 
licenses  issued  by  the  Federal  Power  Commission  for  the  construction 
of  dams  or  other  hydroelectric  facilities  in  streams  of  particular  im¬ 
portance  to  the  fisheries.  This  proposal  has  wide  support  among 
fishery  agencies  of  the  west  coast.  At  the  completion  of  my  own 
statement,  I  wish  to  present  one  on  behalf  of  the  Pacific  Marine  Fish¬ 
eries  Commission  also  urging  passage  of  this  measure. 

The  Chairman.  State  for  the  record  what  that  is. 

Mr.  Day.  The  Pacific  Marine  Fisheries  Commission  is  a  legal  body 
created  under  the  authority  of  an  act  of  Congress,  and  under  enabling 
legislation  enacted  by  the  States  of  Washington,  Oregon,  and  Cali¬ 
fornia,  for  the  purpose  of  promoting  better  utilization  and  conserva¬ 
tion  of  the  marine  and  anadromous  fisheries  over  which  the  States 
have  jurisdiction. 

(The  document  referred  to  follows :) 

Pacific  Marine  Fisheries  Commission, 

Portland,  Oreg.,  February  27,  1958. 

Subject:  S.  3185. 

Hon.  Warren  G.  Magnuson, 

Chairman,  Committee  of  Interstate  and  Foreign  Commerce, 

United  States  Senate,  Washington,  D.  C. 

Dear  Mr.  Chairman  :  This  statement  in  support  of  the  principles  of  S.  3185 
is  authorized  by  the  executive  committee  of  the  Pacific  Marine  Fisheries  Commis¬ 
sion.  The  commission  was  created  under  the  authority  of  an  act  of  Congress 
and  under  enabling  legislation  enacted  by  the  States  of  Washington,  Oregon  and 
California  for  the  purpose  of  promoting  better  utilization  of  the  marine  and 
anadromous  fisheries  over  which  these  States  have  jurisdiction  and  to  develop 
a  joint  program  of  protection  of  such  fisheries.  During  the  10  years  of  its 
existence  the  commission  has  focused  primary  attention  upon  the  ocean  salmon 
fishery. 

It  is  obvious  that  S.  3185  would  have  a  major  influence  upon  the  conservation 
of  salmon  runs.  All  of  the  Pacific  salmon  producing  streams  of  the  United 
States  outside  of  Alaska  lie  within  or  traverse  the  aforesaid  three  member 
States.  The  construction  of  hydroelectric  developments  under  license  issued  by 
the  Federal  Power  Commission  over  (be  protest  of  the  States  has  posed  re¬ 
peated  threats  to  various  important  salmon  runs  in  the  past,  and  proposed  de¬ 
velopments  present  even  more  serious  threats  because  of  the  damage  which  has 
already  occurred.  The  States  have  been  forced  to  expend  considerable  sums 
of  money  on  research  and  investigations  directed  toward  developing  technical 
means  of  offsetting  the  harmful  effects  of  projects  constructed  under  Federal 
license.  The  litigation  which  has  taken  place  in  connection  with  this  problem  is 
a  matter  of  public  record. 

With  this  background,  the  States  have  been  confronted  with  an  intolerable 
situation,  in  that  their  conservation  agencies  have  a  statutory  responsibility 
to  maintain  and  conserve  migratory  fish  while  a  Federal  agency,  the  Federal 
Power  Commission,  has  exercised  final  and  overriding  authority  in  approving 
projects  which  seriously  impair  such  migratory  fish  runs.  The  Federal  Power 
Commission,  through  its  licensing  function,  also  specifies  the  technical  details 
of  the  fish  protective  facilities  and  operations  which  the  licensee  may  be  re¬ 
quired  to  provide.  If  the  stipulations  for  fish  protection  which  are  included  in 
licenses  issued  under  the  Federal  Power  Act  do  coincide  with  the  specifications 
desired  by  the  States  and  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  it  is  not  because  of  any 
statutory  requirement  and  such  conformity  can  be  abrogated  at  any  time. 
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From  the  standpoint  of  the  Pacific  Marine  Fisheries  Commission,  S.  3185  if 
enacted,  would  be  a  major  advance  in  assuring  the  perpetuation  of  the  anadromous 
fish  runs  which  the  States  and  the  commission  are  charged  with  protecting. 
However,  if  it  is  to  yield  its  full  benefits,  there  should  be  explicit  provision  for 
the  States  to  participate  in  the  project  review  along  with  the  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Service.  The  following  amendment  would  make  such  participation  a  part  of  the 
established  procedure  and  assist  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  in  reaching  a  deci¬ 
sion  which  would  be  based  upon  full  and  complete  information. 

Suggested  amendment : 

Line  9 :  Insert  after  the  word  Interior  “and  with  the  fish  and  wildlife  conserva¬ 
tion  agencies  of  the  States  affected”. 

The  executive  committee  of  the  commission,  consisting  of  Mr.  Richard  S. 
Croker,  Mr.  Milo  E.  Moore  and  Mr.  Charles  W.  Mahaffy,  has  requested  Mr.  Albert 
M.  Day,  Oregon  State  fisheries  director,  to  act  in  its  behalf  in  presenting  to 
your  committee  this  endorsement  of  S.  3185  with  amendment  as  recommended 
above. 

M.  C.  James,  Research  Coordinator. 

Mr.  Day.  An  amendment  to  the  Federal  Power  Act  such  as  pro¬ 
posed  herein  cannot  be  considered  as  the  establishment  of  a  new  pre¬ 
cedent.  On  earlier  occasions  the  Congress  found  it  advisable  to  place 
restrictions  upon  the  determinations  of  the  Federal  Power  Commis¬ 
sion  to  preserve  valuable  resources  and  protect  other  uses  of  public 
waters.  The  act  of  March  3,  1921  (41  Stat.  1353)  prohibits  the  li¬ 
censing  of  water  control  structures,  transmission  lines,  or  other  similar 
works  on  any  national  park  or  national  monument  without  the 
specific  approval  of  the  Congress. 

Section  IV  (e)  provides  that  licenses  affecting  public  lands  and 
reservations  set  aside  for  specific  purposes  shall  “contain  such  condi¬ 
tions  as  the  Secretary  of  the  Department  under  whose  supervision 
such  reservation  falls  shall  deem  necessary  for  the  adequate  protection 
and  utilization  of  such  reservation.” 

That  includes  Forest  Service  areas,  Indian  reservations,  and  similar 
reservations. 

The  same  section  provides  that  no  license  affecting  navigable  waters 
of  the  United  States  “shall  be  issued  until  the  plans  of  the  dam  or 
other  structures  affecting  navigation  have  been  approved  by  the  Chief 
of  Engineers  and  the  Secretary  of  War.  The  principle  thus  enun¬ 
ciated  by  earlier  legislation  would  now  be  extended  to  provide  for 
the  approval  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  of  licenses  of  waters  of 
principal  importance  to  valuable  fishery  populations. 

The  Chairman.  The  difference  there,  and  1  think  you  would  agree, 
the  question  of  navigable  waters  is  a  pretty  definitive  thing  with  the 
Army  engineers.  It  isn't  so  definitive  with  lawyers,  but  it  is  very 
definitive  with  the  Army  engineers.  Whereas  the  question  posed  as 
to  whether  or  not  something  is  detrimental  to  the  conservation  of 
migratory  fish  or  game  becomes,  sometimes,  a  very  highly  controver¬ 
sial  question.  There  is  always  two  sides  to  it,  so  I  believe  that  there 
is  a  difference. 

Mr.  Day.  Yes. 

The  Chairman.  The  thought  you  convey  is  that  there  is  ample 
legislative  procedent  to  having  someone  review  the  right  or  authority 
of  someone  to  issue  a  license. 

Mr.  Day.  The  Congress  in  previous  determinations  has  found  that 
the  power  facilities  can  not  invade  a  national  park  without  the  con¬ 
sent  of  Congress.  This  bill  would  establish  or  enlarge  that  same  prin¬ 
ciple  in  that  Congress  would  provide  an  additional  check  rein  on  the 
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determinations  by  the  Commission.  That  is  the  point  I  was  attempting 
to  make. 

Conservation  agencies  face  an  uphill  battle  in  their  efforts  to  pre¬ 
serve  the  salmon  and  steelhead  runs  of  the  Columbia  River.  This 
great  natural  resource  has  long  supported  a  $17  million  a  year  in¬ 
dustry.  It  has  been  one  of  the  important  segments  of  Oregon  life 
since  the  days  of  John  Jacob  Astor.  S.  3185  would  be  an  important 
aid  in  insuring  the  prepetuation  of  the  resource  for  the  future. 

The  Congress  has  long  recognized  the  problem  of  conflict  between 
fish  and  dams  on  the  Columbia  River  system.  Research  into  fish 
passage  means  and  methods  has  been  conducted  for  many  years  by 
the  United  States  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  and  the  States  of  Wash¬ 
ington,  Oregon  and  Idaho.  Fish  ladders  and  passage  facilities  have 
been  installed  by  the  construction  agencies  at  all  of  the  major  obstruc¬ 
tions  with  the  exception  of  Grand  Coulee,  and  there  the  runs  were 
transplanted,  as  has  been  brought  out  previously. 

In  addition,  a  large  program  of  hatchery  construction,  stream 
clearance  and  replanting  of  runs  was  inaugurated  in  1949  through 
special  congressional  appropriations  which  have  provided  a  coopera¬ 
tive  program  among  the  Corps  of  Engineers,  the  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Service  and  the  three  States  involved.  Since  then  a  total  of  approxi¬ 
mately  $21,500,000  has  been  spent  for  this  purpose. 

New  hatcheries  have  been  built;  old  ones  have  been  rehabilitated; 
improvements  have  been  made  on  tributary  streams  in  the  lower 
reaches  of  the  river  and  much  research  into  the  intricate  problems  in¬ 
volved  has  been  carried  on.  These  actions  have  been  taken  to  mitigate 
losses  arising  from  structures  on  the  lower  river. 

The  runs  of  salmon  and  steelhead  have,  so  far,  held  up  quite  well. 
Escapement  of  the  spring  and  summer  runs  of  chinook  salmon  have, 
in  fact,  shown  a  recent  increase,  as  Senator  Neuberger  pointed  out. 
Enough  fish  have  been  able  to  negotiate  the  relatively  low  dams  on  the 
main  stem  of  the  Columbia  to  make  this  cossible. 

The  Chairman.  Let’s  have  the  record  on  this  generally.  Do  I 
understand  from  this  part  of  your  statement  that  you  feel  that  what 
has  been  done  on  the  Columbia,  with  the  building  of  dams,  the  meth¬ 
ods  used,  have  been  generally  satisfactory  in  the  preserving  of  the 
salmon  run  ? 

Mr.  Day.  They  have  been  so  far  in  the  spring  runs  of  the  chinook 
salmon  in  particular,  which  are  the  upriver  runs.  The  spring  chinook 
have  been  able  to  negotiate  these  relatively  low  dams  of  approxi¬ 
mately  100  feet  on  the  main  stem  of  the  Columbia,  and  enter  the 
Snake,  the  Salmon,  the  Imnaha,  the  Clearwater,  and  other  tributaries. 

The  Chairman.  We  have  a  number  of  years  of  experience  behind 
us  in  the  spring  runs,  and  I  will  limit  it  to  that.  If  they  are  getting 
upstream,  they  must  be  getting  down. 

Mr.  Day.  That  is  right,  and  there  has  been  some  increase  in  the 
spring  run  of  chinook  in  the  past  few  years.  It  has  been  quite 
encouraging. 

The  Chairman.  And  that  is  despite,  I  think  you  will  agree  with 
me,  many  other  factors  other  than  just  the  dams,  themselves,  that 
might  cause  the  depletion  of  salmon  runs.  Civilization  moves  in  and 
fish  are  confronted,  every  day,  with  a  different  problem. 
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Mr.  Day.  The  commercial  fishery  has  been  able  to  maintain  itself 
during  the  past  few  years  at  about  the  same  level,  the  sport  fishery  the 
same,  which  would  seem  to  indicate  that  that  is  the  case. 

The  Chairman.  What  about  the  fall  runs?  I  think  the  record 
ought  to  get  the  benefit  of  your  experience  on  the  other  runs. 

Mr.  Day.  The  fall  runs  have  not  been  holding  up  as  well  as  the 
spring.  In  fact,  the  people  have  been  carrying  on  much  research,  all 
we  can  finance,  to  find  out  the  reasons  for  it.  The  fall  runs  largely 
utilize  the  Columbia  River  and  its  lower  tributaries. 

The  Chairman.  How  much  have  they  declared — do  you  have  a  gen¬ 
eral  figure  ?  We  will  get  the  actual  figures  for  the  record  later. 

Mr.  Day.  I  would  have  to  be  tied  down  to  this,  but  probably  as 
much  as  15  to  20  percent. 

The  Chairman.  We  will  get  the  figures  for  the  record.  Can  the 
Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  get  those  figures  for  us? 

Mr.  Day.  I  can  fill  that  in  from  1928  to  1948,  the  Columbia  River 
catch  averaged  12  million  pounds.  Since  1948  there  has  been  a  steady 
decline,  so  that  from  1952  to  1957,  the  catch  has  averaged  about  3 
million  pounds. 

The  Chairman.  All  right. 

Mr.  Day.  The  chief  problem  now  centers - 

The  Chairman.  John  Day  Dam  is  on  its  way,  I  hope,  to  be  built. 
Will  the  same  practices  and  methods  be  used  on  John  Day  as  have 
been  used  on  the  other  lower  dams  that  in  your  opinion  has  helped 
keep  or  at  least  sustain  the  spring  runs  ? 

Mr.  Day.  The  John  Day  is  102  feet,  The  Dalles  Dam  is  86,  the  Bonne¬ 
ville  is  59.  For  these  lower  river  dams  of  approximately  100  feet, 
the  success  of  the  runs  so  far  seems  to  indicate  that  they  are  negotiat¬ 
ing  the  lower  dams  with  existing  facilities.  Just  how  many  dams 
they  can  negotiate  eventually  no  one  knows. 

The  Chairman.  Are  you  satisfied  that  Ice  Harbor,  the  plan  for 
Ice  Harbor  will  be  adequate?  Of  course,  that  is  not  built  yet. 

Mr.  Day.  Ice  Harbor  is  approximately  100  feet,  and  fish  passages 
are  planned  for  it. 

The  Chairman.  In  line  with  the  same  general  type  of  construction 
that  they  have  on  the  other. 

Mr.  Day.  In  general,  that  is  correct. 

The  Chairman.  There  are  some  changes?  I  imagine  at  some  of 
these  places  they  try  out  different  methods. 

Mr.  Day.  Yes,  there  has  been  a  great  deal  of  research  in  the  pas¬ 
sage  of  fish,  particularly  the  upstream  migrants. 

The  Chairman.  Do  you  have  anything  to  say  as  to  why  the  other 
runs,  other  than  the  spring  runs,  are  in  your  opinion  declining? 

Mr.  Day.  I  don’t  know  that. 

The  Chairman.  The  research  hasn’t  been  conclusive  enough  yet? 

Mr.  Day.  I  think  not. 

The  chief  problem  now  centers  around  the  various  proposals  to 
construct  high  dams  which  would  eliminate  valuable  spawning 
grounds  on  the  lower  and  middle  reaches  of  the  Snake  River.  Ac¬ 
cording  to  the  preliminary  estimates  of  biologists  of  the  staff  of  the 
Oregon  Fish  Commission,  55  percent  of  the  spring  and  summer 
chinook  salmon  and  60  percent  of  the  spring  and  summer  steelheads 
entering  the  Columbia  River  each  year  are  destined  for  the  Snake 
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River  and  its  tributaries.  These  runs  are  the  backbone  of  the  impor¬ 
tant  spring  and  summer  commercial  river  fishery.  Any  substantial 
reduction  in  the  numbers  of  these  fish  would  seriously  reduce  or  pos¬ 
sibly  eliminate  that  fishery. 

While  the  fall  chinooks  largely  utilize  the  lower  reaches  of  the 
Columbia  River,  about  20  percent  do  enter  the  Snake  and  about  5 
percent  of  blueback  salmon  also  find  suitable  waters  on  its  tributaries. 

Any  high  dam  which  will  obstruct  the  passage  of  fish  into  the 
Snake  and  its  important  tributaries,  the  Salmon,  Clearwater,  Grande 
Ronde,  and  the  Imnaha,  will  have  a  disastrous  effect  upon  the  com¬ 
mercial  and  sport  fishery  of  the  Northwest. 

Fishery  biologists  and  engineers  have  been  making  desperate  at¬ 
tempts  to  find  solutions  to  the  fish  passage  problems  and  have  been 
quite  successful  on  those  dams  which  range  up  to  100  or  so  feet  in 
height.  For  high  dams  where  reservoir  fluctuations  will  vary  as 
much  as  hundreds  of  feet,  the  fish  passage  problems  have  not  been 
solved  and  there  is  grave  doubt  in  the  minds  of  most  experts  on  the 
subject,  that  they  can  be  successfully  solved.  At  two  high  dams,  de¬ 
vices  known  as  skimmers  are  now  about  ready  for  testing.  These 
are  designed  to  collect  the  downstream  migrating  fingerlings  and  di¬ 
vert  them  into  safe  passages  around  the  structure  on  their  way  to 
the  ocean.  Advocates  of  high  dams,  I  may  say  are  much  more  opti¬ 
mistic  about  the  success  of  these  as  yet  untested  contraptions  than 
are  fishery  biologists. 

For  these  reasons  the  Oregon  Fish  Commission  heartily  endorses 
S.  3185  as  it  would  provide  one  additional  assurance  that  fishery  in¬ 
terests  would  be  guaranteed  full  consideration  when  applications  are 
being  considered  by  the  Federal  Power  Commission. 

The  Commission  wishes  to  suggest  a  slight  amendment  which  would 
require  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  to  consult  with  the  various  States 
involved  as  well  as  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  before  approving 
projects.  This,  we  believe,  would  further  strengthen  this  legislative 
proposal. 

The  Chairman.  Would  you  make  that  mandatory,  or  just — would 
you  make  it  mandatory  or  make  it  permissive  ? 

Mr.  Day.  I  have  talked  to  some  of  the  other  State  administrators 
and  we  feel  that  the  States  have  a  responsibility  in  this  matter  on  an 
equal  basis  with  the  Fish  and  Wildlife,  and  that  their  views  should 
also  be  considered  by  the  Secretary. 

The  Chairman.  Now,  let  me  ask  this  problem.  Supposing  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Power  Commission  says  we  want  to  issue  a  license,  and  the  Fish 
and  Wildlife  Service  says  we  believe  this  license  will  be  detrimental 
to  the  conservation  of  migratory  fish  and  game  ? 

Neither  one  of  them  gives,  then  what  happens?  Nothing? 

Mr.  Day.  Either  that,  or  it  would  probably  reach  the  Congress 
for  settlement. 

The  Chairman.  How  could  it  reach  the  Congress,  unless  we  took 
initiative  and  directed  one  or  the  other  to  proceed  ? 

Mr.  Day.  Legislation  would  probably  be  sought  by  one  side  or  the 
other.  There  must  be  precedent,  however,  because  the  Corps  of  Engi¬ 
neers  must  have  faced  that  same  problem  on  navigation  matters. 

The  Chairman.  Yes;  I  think  there  has  been  an  impasse  there  on 
several  occasions,  but  we  have  been  fortunate  to  be  able  to  work  it  out 
over  a  period  of  time. 
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Mr.  Day.  I  feel  these  things  can  be  worked  out.  Certainly  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  the  Interior,  with  the  long  experience  that  he  has  had  in  the 
construction  of  hydroelectric  facilities,  irrigation  facilities,  and  all, 
would  adopt  a  reasonable  attitude  in  cooperating  with  sister  agencies. 

The  Chairman.  That  might  depend  on  the  Secretary  of  Interior  at 
the  time.  There  have  been  times  when  I  though  some  didn’t  use  a 
reasonable  attitude.  This  problem  is  so  controversial,  in  so  many 
cases,  that  you  might  run  into  an  impasse  where  nothing  would  be  done, 
unless  Congress  stepped  in  and  took  the  initiataive  and  introduced 
legislation  directing  one  side  or  the  other  to  move. 

Mr.  Day.  Of  course,  that  has  already  happened  in  connection  with 
the  park  controversy  on  the  Colorado  River. 

The  Chairman.  We  understand  now  that  you  are  discussing  the 
matter  of  proposals  that  are  now  in  being  or  in  the  future  for  the 
upper,  lower,  and  middle  reaches  of  the  Snake  River  ? 

Mr.  Day.  My  testimony  centers  largely  around  the  Snake  and  its 
tributaries. 

The  Chairman.  I  want  the  record  to  be  clear  it  is  not  the  lower 
reach  you  are  talking  about.  You  are  satisfied  that  the  plans  for  the 
construction  of  the  dams,  specifically  Ice  Harbor  or  lower  Monu¬ 
mental,  or  Little  Goose,  would  not  be  detrimental  ? 

Mr.  Day.  I  am  talking  about,  high  dams  that  would  probably  ob¬ 
struct  the  passage  of  fish  into  the  Salmon,  the  Imnaha,  the  Grande 
Ronde,  and  the  Clearwater. 

The  Chairman.  But  generally  speaking,  insofar  as  you  know,  the 
plans  for  the  dams  on  the  lower  Snake,  Ice  Harbor,  now  under  con¬ 
struction,  and  the  others  proposed,  that  would  not  interfere  with  what 
you  are  suggesting  here  ? 

Mr.  Day.  I  am  not  as  familiar  as  I  should  be  with  the  location.  If 
they  are  below  the  ones  that  I  mentioned - 

The  Chairman.  They  are  between  Lewiston  and  the  mouth. 

Mr.  Day.  Lower  Granite,  lower  Monumental  and  Ice  Harbor  are 
all  below  the  Clearwater. 

The  Chairman.  They  are  the  dams  that  run  right  up  to  the  Idaho 
border,  one  being  in  the  process  of  construction,  namely  Ice  Harbor. 

Mr.  Day.  I  have  a  short  statement  also  that  I  would  like  to  present 
for  the  Pacific  Marine  Fisheries  Commission.  I  have  already  told 
you  what  the  Commission  consists  of.  Here  is  the  statement  signed 
by  Mr.  C.  James,  research  coordinator. 

It  is  obvious  that  Senate  3185  would  have  a  major  influence  upon 
the  conservation  of  salmon  runs.  All  of  the  Pacific  salmon  produc¬ 
ing  streams  of  the  United  States  outside  of  Alaska  lie  within  or  trav¬ 
erse  the  aforesaid  three  member  States.  The  construction  of  hydro¬ 
electric  developments  under  license  issued  by  the  Federal  Power  Com¬ 
mission  over  the  protest  of  the  States  has  posed  repeated  threats  to 
various  important  salmon  runs  in  the  past,  and  proposed  developments 
present  even  more  serious  threats  because  of  the  damage  which  has 
already  occurred. 

The  States  have  been  forced  to  expend  considerable  sums  of  money 
on  research  and  investigations  directed  toward  developing  technical 
means  of  offsetting  the  harmful  effects  of  projects  constructed  under 
Federal  license.  The  litigation  which  has  taken  place  in  connection 
with  this  problem  is  a  matter  of  public  record. 
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With  tliis  background,  the  States  have  been  confronted  with  an 
intolerable  situation,  in  that  their  conservation  agencies  have  a  statu¬ 
tory  responsibility  to  maintain  and  conserve  migratory  fish  while  a 
Federal  agency,  the  Federal  Power  Commission,  has  exercised  final 
and  overriding  authority  in  approving  projects  which  seriously  impair 
such  migratory  fish  runs.  The  Federal  Power  Commission  through 
its  licensing  function,  also  specifies  the  technical  details  of  the  fish 
protective  facilities  and  operations  which  the  licensee  may  be  required 
to  provide. 

If  the  stipulations  for  fish  protection  which  are  included  in  licenses 
issued  under  the  Federal  Power  Act  do  coincide  with  the  specifications 
desired  by  the  States  and  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  it  is  not  be¬ 
cause  of  any  statutory  requirement  and  such  conformity  can  be  abro¬ 
gated  at  any  time. 

From  the  standpoint  of  the  Pacific  Marine  Fisheries  Commission,  S. 
3185,  if  enacted,  would  be  a  major  advance  in  assuring  the  perpetuation 
of  the  anadromous  fish  runs  which  the  States  and  the  Commission  are 
charged  with  protecting. 

However,  if  it  is  to  yield  its  full  benefits,  there  should  be  explicit 
provision  for  the  States  to  participate  in  the  project  review  along  with 
the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service.  The  following  amendment  would 
make  such  participation  a  part  of  the  established  procedure  and  assist 
the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  in  reaching  a  decision  which  would  be 
based  upon  full  and  complete  information. 

Suggested  amendment : 

Line  9:  Insert  after  the  word  Interior  “and  with  the  fish  and  wild¬ 
life  conservation  agencies  of  the  States  affected”. 

The  executive  committee  of  the  commission,  consisting  of  Mr.  Rich¬ 
ard  S.  Croker  of  California,  Mr.  Milo  E.  Moore  of  Washington,  and 
Mr.  Charles  W.  Mahaffy  of  Oregon,  has  requested  Mr.  Albert  M.  Day, 
Oregon  State  fisheries  director,  to  act  in  its  behalf  in  presenting  to  your 
committee  this  endorsement  of  S.  3185  with  amendment  as  recom¬ 
mended  above. 

That,  sir,  completes  my  testimony. 

The  Chairman.  I  would  like  to  get  the  benefit  of  your  opinion  on 
another  matter  directly  related  to  this  whole  problem  of  fish  conser¬ 
vation.  We  can  build  all  the  fish  ladders  and  spend  all  the  money  that 
we  have  spent,  and  I  must  say  that  it  should  be  clear  to  everyone  that 
there  has  been  millions  of  dollars  spent  to  preserve  the  fish  run. 

It  has  cost  millions.  We  do  all  that,  and  do  all  the  things  we  are 
talking  about  here,  and  it  will  be  to  no  avail  unless  we  preserve  the  fish 
out  in  the  ocean,  isn’t  that  correct  ? 

Mr.  Day.  Yes,  they  spend  half  or  three-fourths  of  their  lives  or 
more  in  the  ocean. 

The  Chairman.  Now,  if  unrestricted  fishing  is  allowed  on  the  high 
seas,  wouldn’t  that  effect  the  salmon  runs  on  the  whole  American 
Continent  from  the  Columbia  to  the  Alaskan  waters  ? 

It  is  unrestricted  now,  up  to  the  175th  parallel. 

Would  it  be  your  best  opinion  that  if  research  was  conclusive,  or 
near  conclusive  that  much  of  the  North  American  stock  roamed  dur¬ 
ing  its  years  at  sea,  3 y2  or  4  years,  far  beyond  the  175th  parallel,  that 
we  had  better  do  something  about  the  fishing  out  there,  or  a  lot  of  this 
will  be  to  no  avail. 

Mr.  Day.  Yes,  sir. 
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The  Chairman.  And  I  presume  that  your  group  and  the  Pacific 
Fisheries  Commission  are  quite  concerned  about  that;  are  they  not? 

Mr.  Day.  That  is  right. 

The  Chairman.  And  I  presume  you  are  also  concerned  about  it, 
because  the  fish  and  wildlife,  and  you  participated  in  this  on  many 
occasions,  must  make  some  regulations  for  Alaskan  fisheries  pretty 
shortly. 

Would  it  be  also  your  opinion,  unless  we  can  get  some  sort  of  a 
truce,  or  a  twilight  zone,  until  we  know  exactly  where  our  fish  go 
for  those  number  of  formative  years,  that  we  might  run  the  prospect 
of  depleting  our  runs  regardless  of  what  we  do? 

Mr.  Day.  I  would  like  to  see  this  problem  resolved  as  soon  as  pos¬ 
sible,  and  if  a  truce  could  be  arranged  in  the  interim,  it  would  be  most 
helpful. 

The  Chairman.  Well,  it  is  possible  if  we  all  insist  on  it.  I  made 
quite  a  talk  on  it  yesterday  on  the  Senate  floor.  I  know  that  I  have 
strong  support.  I  hope  that  you  people,  as  you  realize  there  is  a 
problem  there,  and  I  think  it  is  very  serious,  do  everything  you  can  to 
achieve  that  end.  I  should  think  the  Japanese  would  be  willing,  be¬ 
cause  in  the  long  run  it  is  going  to  hurt  everybody,  if  we  don’t  know 
what  we  are  doing  up  there.  We  can  sit  here  for  days  and  days  and 
spend  millions  of  dollars  and  do  all  the  talking  we  want  and  we  might 
find  there  would  be  no  fish  coming  back  at  all  if  this  continues. 

Mr.  Day.  There  have  been  strange  things  happening  to  fish  runs 
that  no  one  can  answer,  and  recent  evidence  points  to  increasing  pres¬ 
sures  from  the  source  you  mention,  which  may  have  considerably  more 
bearing  than  we  suspected  in  the  past. 

The  Chairman.  I  think  you  do  know,  and  other  people  with  similar 
positions  on  the  Pacific  coast,  last  year  by  their  own  count  the  Jap¬ 
anese  took  55  million  fish  out  of  an  area  in  which  I  think  the  evidence 
is  conclusive  many  of  our  fish  are,  and  as  they  have  upped  their  take, 
since  the  treaty,  our  runs  have  declined.  I  would  think  that  would  be 
somewhat  conclusive  evidence — it  isn’t  a  coincidence,  year  after  year. 

Mr.  Day.  No  ;  the  evidence  looks  very  disturbing. 

The  Chairman.  I  wanted  to  say  that,  because  I  hope  the  J apanese, 
who  continually  say,  as  you  know,  that  they  have  no  desire  to  take 
North  American  stock,  and  we  have  no  chance  to  take  Asian  stock, 
because  we  don’t  fish  out  there,  so  therefore  they  should  be  willing  to 
say  we  will  call  a  halt  on  this  for  the  time  being  until  we  know  exactly 
what  we  are  doing. 

If  your  institute  could  convince  the  Canadians  of  the  problem,  too, 
I  think  it  would  be  helpful.  Under  the  treaty  procedures,  we  were 
blocked  to  open  that  up,  because  the  Canadians  sided  in  with  the 
Japanese  on  the  basis  that  the  evidence  was  not  quite  conclusive 
enough,  but  in  those  hearings  in  Seattle  with  which  you  are  familiar, 
I  think  that  the  evidence  from  everybody  concerned  was  more  than 
conclusive,  and  I  hope  that  when  you  go  back  you  will  do  what  you 
can,  I  know  you  people  will,  to  see  if  we  can’t  call  a  halt  for  awhile 
until  we  see  where  we  are  going. 

Mr.  Day.  We  will  certainly  do  everything  we  can  in  that  area. 

The  Chairman.  We  might  sit  here  and  do  all  of  this  for  naught, 
if  wanton  unrestricted  fishing  goes  on  in  that  area. 

Mr.  Day.  I  assure  you  if  the  salmon  runs  on  the  Columbia  are  lost, 
either  through  high  dams  which  block  the  upper  spawning  grounds, 
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or  through  any  other  cause,  whether  it  be  Japanese  or  other  means, 
the  future  generations  are  going  to  look  at  some  of  those  expensive 
fish  ladders  and  say  “What  in  the  world  are  those  things?”  If  there 
are  no  fish  in  them,  our  own  generation  will  be  made  to  look  pretty 
silly. 

The  Chairman.  I  want  to  ask  one  more  question.  There  have  been 
suggestions,  because  of  the  millions  that  have  had  to  be  spent  on  the 
dams,  because  of  the  fish  problem  there  has  been  some  suggestion  that 
if  we  had  spent  that  money  in  a  hatchery  program,  we  might  have  pro¬ 
duced  just  as  many  fish. 

What  is  your  opinion  on  that  ? 

Mr.  Day.  I  think  hatcheries  are  an  essential  supplement.  I  doubt 
that  hatcheries  will  ever  take  the  place  of  mother  nature,  and  we  are 
finding  troubles  in  hatcheries.  When  you  concentrate  millions  of  fish 
in  ponds  that  are  handled  artificially  with  human  errors,  and  the 
diseases  that  can  be  aggravated  by  concentrations,  and  also  the  feed¬ 
ing  problems,  I  don’t  think  that  hatcheries  will  ever  take  the  place 
of  nature.  I  think  we  need  them  as  a  supplement,  but  I  would  hate  to 
see  the  fishing  resource  ever  become  dependent  completely  on  hatch¬ 
eries. 

The  Chairman.  Could  we  put  more  emphasis  on  the  hatchery  pro¬ 
gram  in  the  overall  program  than  we  do  now,  or  is  the  cost  too  great  ? 

Mr.  Day.  I  think  there  is  still  some  opportunity  for  additional 
hatcheries.  One  of  the  problems  is  finding  suitable  sites,  suitable 
water,  suitable  temperatures,  free  of  pollution.  They  are  not  easy 
to  locate. 

The  Chairman.  But  the  field  of  fish  farming  has  become  a  little 
better  known  that  it  did  years  ago,  hasn’t  it  ? 

Mr.  Day.  Much  better,  but  that  is  hardly  the  same  thing  as  the 
hatchery  program. 

The  Chairman.  Could  we  take  a  lake  below  a  dam  and  fix  it  up 
so  that  we  might  farm  millions  of  salmon  there  and  send  them  down¬ 
stream  ? 

Mr.  Day.  It  is  possible  those  lakes  could  be  improved  with  fertili¬ 
zation  and  farming  methods  applied  to  water — it  has  been  done  in 
pond  fisheries  in  the  South  for  years.  There  has  been  great  signifi¬ 
cant  increase  in  production  through  fertilization. 

The  Chairman.  Dr.  Donaldson  thinks  we  can. 

Mr.  Day.  There  are  a  lot  of  people  who  think  ive  could  go  farther 
than  we  are  doing  at  present. 

The  Chairman.  We  might  help  even  increase  the  runs,  and  isn’t 
that  a  little  less — much  less  expensive  if  it  can  be  done,  I  don’t  know, 
than  the  hatchery  program,  itself  ? 

Mr.  Day.  We  haven’t  gone  far  enough  that  I  would  feel  free  to 
answer  as  to  whether  it  is  less  expensive.  We  initiated  a  fertilization 
experiment  in  Alaska  lakes  that  had  natural  runs,  trying  to  find  out 
what  we  could  do  with  phosphates  and  other  minerals,  things  that 
would  increase  plant  growth.  I  haven’t  followed  it  lately,  but  my 
impression  is  that  it  hasn’t  gone  far  enough  for  conclusive  evidence. 
I  think  there  is  no  question-  -  - 

The  Chairman.  Such  as  we  suggested,  but  if  that  experiment  turns 
out  all  right,  wouldn’t  that  be  a  ray  of  hope  that  instead  of  the  pure 
hatchery,  as  we  know  it,  we  might  be  able  to  implement  these  runs  by 
what  I  call  fish  farming? 
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Mr.  Day.  I  think  there’s  possibilities  in  that. 

The  Chairman.  For  sport  and  commercial  fishing — there  is 
plenty — not  plenty,  but  there  are  quite  a  few  sites.  I  understand,  that 
look  likely  for  this  particular  field. 

Mr.  Day.  Your  own  State  of  Washington  has  done  an  outstanding 
job  in  a  very  closely  related  field  of  fishery  management.  That  is, 
going  in  and  poisoning  out  the  lakes  and  removing  all  of  the  trash 
fish,  which  in  effect,  is  fertilization,  because  it  leaves  what  food  is  left 
for  the  species  that  you  wish.  Washington  has  done  a  fine  job  in 
the  production  of  trout  in  those  lakes. 

The  Chairman.  Could  that  be  done — well,  I  know  you  can’t  give 
a  conclusive  opinion,  but  do  you  think  it  can  be  done  for  salmon? 

Mr.  Day.  It  might  for  sockeye,  which  spend  2  to  3  years  in  lakes. 
It  would  be  hard  to  do  it  in  a  river. 

The  Chairman.  But  it  does  open  up  a  new  field  for  ns  ? 

Mr.  Day.  Yes,  absolutely,  and  it  is  something  that  needs  to  be 
looked  into. 

The  Chairman.  From  talking  to  Mr.  Pautzke.  he  thinks  it  might 
be  done  inexpensively.  Dr.  Donaldson  thinks  it  can  be  done. 

Thank  you  very  much.  We  appreciate  your  testimony. 

Mr.  Day.  I  have  enjoyed  talking  to  you  again,  sir. 

The  Chairman.  I  understand  that  Alan  Paine  has  to  catch  a  plane, 
so  I  will  be  glad  to  continue  on  and  hear  from  you  now.  Mr.  Paine 
is  from  Spokane,  Wash. 

Mr.  Paine.  One  of  your  constituents. 

The  Chairman.  One  of  my  constituents,  so  I  have  to  accommodate 
him.  It  is  a  pleasure  to  do  so,  however. 

Mr.  Paine  represents  the  Washington  Water  PowTer  Co.,  the  Pacific 
Power  &  Light,  P.  G.  and  E.,  and  the  Montana  Co.,  and  their  views 
on  this  matter.  We  will  be  glad  to  hear  from  you. 

STATEMENT  OF  ALAN  G.  PAINE,  SPOKANE,  WASH.,  ON  BEHALF  OF 

THE  WASHINGTON  WATER  POWER  CO.,  PACIFIC  POWER  &  LIGHT 

CO.,  PORTLAND  GENERAL  ELECTRIC  CO.,  AND  THE  MONTANA 

POWER  CO. 

Mr.  Paine.  Mr.  Chairman,  as  you  pointed  out,  I  am  here  represent¬ 
ing  the  four  power  companies  in  the  Northwest;  the  Pacific  North¬ 
west,  where  these  companies  are  located,  is  primarily  a  hydroelectric 
power  area.  Practically  all  the  power  in  the  area  is  hydroelectrically 
generated,  either  in  United  States  Government  plants,  such  as  Grand 
Coulee  and  Bonneville,  municipal  plants  such  as  Tacoma  and  Seattle, 
plants  of  the  public  agencies,  such  as  the  Bock  Island  plant  of  the 
Chelan  Public  Utility  District  and  the  Priest  Rapids  plant  of  the 
Grant  County  Public  Utility  District,  privately  owned,  federally 
licensed  plants  such  as  the  Pacific  Power  &  Light  Co.’s  Ariel  and 
Yale  plants  and  privately  owned  but  not  licensed  plants,  such  as  the 
Washington  Water  Power  Co.'s  Spokane  River  plants,  with  a  total 
peak  capability  of  10.700,000  kilowatts. 

The  economy  of  the  Pacific  Northwest  is  thus  based  on  low  cost 
hydroelectric  power  and  the  citizens  of  the  area,  as  well  as  the  com¬ 
panies  I  represent,  are  vitally  interested  in  the  continued  development 
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of  hydroelectric  power.  It  is  estimated  that  there  is  still  undeveloped 
hydroelectric  resources  in  the  area  of  9,600,000  kilowatts. 

The  present  law,  the  Federal  Power  Act,  creates  the  Federal  Power 
Commission  and  gives  to  it  the  duty  to  determine  what  and  to  whom 
licenses  for  powerplants  shall  be  granted.  The  Federal  Power  Com¬ 
mission  is  made  an  independent,  nonpartisan  Commission,  responsible 
only  to  Congress.  The  orders  of  the  Federal  Power  Commission  are 
appealable  to  the  courts  and  subject  to  reversal  if  improperly  made. 
The  proposed  bill,  Senate  bill  3185,  seeks  to  restrict  the  powers  of  the 
Federal  Power  Commission  by  adding  the  following  proviso  to  sec¬ 
tion  4  (e)  of  the  act,  which  authorizes  the  issuances  of  licenses,  to  wit : 

And  provided  further,  That  no  license  shall  be  issued  until  the  plans  for  the 
project  have  been  approved  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  after  consultation 
with  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  of  the  Department  of  the  Interior,  as  not 
being  detrimental  to  the  conservation  of  migratory  fish  and  game. 

The  companies  I  represent  believe  such  a  proviso  is  unnecessary, 
wrong  in  principle  and  will  hinder  and  delay  the  best  development 
of  our  waterways.  Section  803  (a),  title  16,  United  States  Code  An¬ 
notated,  Federal  Power  Act,  section  10  (a),  provides  as  follows: 

All  license  issued  under  sections  791-823  of  this  title  shall  be  on  the  following 
conditions : 

(a)  That  the  project  adopted,  including  the  maps,  plans,  and  specifications, 
shall  be  such  as  in  the  judgment  of  the  Commission  will  be  best  adapted  to  a 
comprehensive  plan  for  improving  or  developing  a  waterway  or  waterways  for 
the  use  or  benefit  of  interstate  or  foreign  commerce,  for  the  improvement  and 
utilization  of  water-power  development,  and  for  other  beneficial  public  uses, 
including  recreational  purposes,  and  if  necessary  in  order  to  secure  such  plan  the 
Commission  shall  have  authority  to  require  the  modification  of  any  project  and 
of  the  plans  and  specifications  of  the  project  works  before  approval. 

Section  4  (c)  of  the  Federal  Power  Act  (sec.  797,  title  16, 
U.  S.  C.  A.),  directs  and  authorizes  the  Commission  as  follows: 

To  cooperate  with  the  executive  departments  and  other  agencies  of  State 
or  National  Governments  in  such  investigations ;  and  for  such  purpose  the 
several  departments  and  agencies  of  the  National  Government  are  authorized 
and  directed  upon  the  request  of  the  Commission,  to  furnish  such  records,  papers, 
and  information  in  their  possession  as  may  be  requested  by  the  Commission,  and 
temporarily  to  detail  to  the  commission  such  officers  or  experts  as  may  be  neces¬ 
sary  in  such  investigations. 

I  might  interpolate  that  section  18  provides  as  follows : 

The  Commission  shall  require  the  construction,  maintenance,  and  operation 
by  a  licensee  at  its  own  expense  such  fishways  as  may  be  prescribed  by  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior. 

And  the  courts  have  construed  that  to  be  mandatory. 

The  Chairman.  That  has  been  done  in  many  cases. 

Mr.  Paine.  In  many  cases,  as  I  shall  point  out  to  you. 

The  Commission  has  consistently  construed  “other  beneficial  uses 
including  recreational  purposes”  to  include  both  commercial  and 
sports  fishing.  The  Commission’s  rules  of  procedure  provide  for  hear¬ 
ings  on  all  license  applications  after  full  notice  and  opportunity  for 
intervention  by  States,  municipalities,  and  all  other  persons  whose 
participation  is  in  the  public  interest.  This  includes  the  Secretary 
of  the  Interior  who  may  intervene  not  only  on  behalf  of  fish  and  wild¬ 
life  interests  but  also  on  behalf  of  reclamation,  recreation,  public  land 
management,  and  other  resource  uses  within  his  jurisdiction.  In 
other  cases,  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  under  section  4  (c)  of  the 
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act,  provides  comments  with  respect  to  any  problems  within  his 
jurisdiction  and  in  virtually  all  cases,  the  Secretary’s  comments  are 
adopted  as  part  of  the  license. 

It  has  required  licensees  to  spend  very  large  sums  of  money  to  pro¬ 
tect  the  fish  interests  in  the  construction  of  licensed  projects.  As  an 
example,  in  the  case  of  Cowlitz  project,  the  city  of  Tacoma,  the  cost 
of  fishhandling  facilities  was  estimated  at  $7,100,000',  involving  elabo¬ 
rate  plans  for  the  transportation  of  fish  to  their  spawning  grounds. 
In  a  court  action  these  requirements  by  the  Federal  Power  Com¬ 
mission  were  held  by  the  Ninth  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals  to  be  both 
proper  and  adequate.  ( State  of  W  ashington,  Department  of  Game 
and  Fish  v.  Federal  Power  Commission ,  207  F.  2d,  391). 

A  typical  requirement  in  a  license  from  the  Commission  is  one  such 
as  in  the  license  to  Portland  General  Electric  Co.  for  the  Pelton  Dam 
in  Oregon,  as  follows : 

Akt.  32.  The  licensee  shall  submit  for  Commission  approval  detailed  plans  of 
fishery  facilities  described  herein  as  part  of  the  project  and  shall  construct  such 
facilities  simultaneously  with  construction  of  the  power  facilities  in  such  man¬ 
ner  that  populations  of  anadromous  fish  will  be  maintained  during  the  construc¬ 
tion  period  and  thereafter. 

Art.  33.  In  preparing  plans  and  construction  schedules  for  fishery  facilities 
the  licensee  shall  consult  and  cooperate  with  the  United  States  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Service,  Department  of  the  Interior,  and  the  Fish  and  Game  Commissions  of  the 
State  of  Oregon. 

I  think  the  last  speaker  was  from  Oregon,  and  as  you  see,  the  Federal 
Commission  has  required  the  licensee  to  consult  with  that  State 
commission. 

Article  34.  The  license  shall  negotiate  with  the  fish  and  game  commissions 
of  the  State  of  Oregon  with  respect  to  the  amount  the  licensee  shall  pay  each 
year  to  defray  a  reasonable  portion  of  the  operation  and  maintenance  costs 
of  the  fishery  facilities  to  be  provided  under  this  license.  Should  the  licensee 
and  the  State  agencies  fail  to  agree  on  the  amount  to  be  paid  by  the  licensee 
for  such  purposes,  the  commission  reserves  the  right  to  determine  the  amount 
of  this  annual  payment  after  notice  and  opportunity  for  hearing. 

The  present  bill  would  change  this  fundamental  concept  of  a  non- 
biased,  disinterested  commission  passing  on  the  conflicting  claims  of 
divergent  groups,  and  place  the  responsibility  on  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior  to  pass  on  the  necessity  and  priority  of  the  proposed  project 
solely  from  the  point  of  view  of  its  effect  on  migratory  fish  and  game. 

If  independent  commissions  are  to  function  at  all,  they  must  be 
free  from  control  by  political  appointees  and  the  executive  branch  of 
the  Government.  In  effect,  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  is  give  a  veto 
power  over  the  Federal  Power  Commission  and  he  is  directed  to 
exercise  that  veto  power,  not  on  an  overall  basis,  namely  that  the 
plan  adopted  by  the  Federal  Power  Commission  is  not  for  the  best 
development  of  the  waterway,  but  solely  on  the  basis  “that  the  plan 
is  or  is  not  detrimental  to  the  conservation  of  migatory  fish  and  game.” 
Thus,  fish  and  game  become  of  prime  importance  and  outweigh  all 
other  uses  of  the  river.  I,  too,  like  to  fish  for  steelheads  and  to  eat 
salmon,  but  I  like,  also,  electric  lights,  heat  and  power,  and  the  things 
they  can  provide  for  us. 

Finally,  the  language  of  the  bill  is  so  extremely  broad  that  any  con¬ 
scientious  Secretary  of  the  Interior  attempting  to  follow  it  would 
end  up  by  disapproving  any  more  dams  in  streams  with  migratory  fish. 
I  believe"  there  is  no  doubt,  in  any  fish  biologist’s  mind,  that  any  dam 
for  hydroelectric  purposes  is,  to  a  degree,  detrimental  to  migratory 
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fish.  Some  fish  just  don’t  get  over  or  around  the  dam  and  many  finger- 
lings  die  in  the  return  to  the  sea.  But  the  proper  criteria  should  be, 
not  does  the  dam  create  some  detriment  to  fish,  but  whether  the  other 
benefits  so  far  outweigh  this  detriment  that  the  project  is  justified 
in  the  best  interest  of  all  concerned.  That  question  shall  not  be 
decided  by  a  Bureau  of  a  Department  of  the  Interior,  which  is  biased, 
in  advance,  in  favor  of  the  conservation  of  fish,  but  should  be  decided, 
as  it  is  now,  by  a  disinterested,  nonpartisan  body,  whose  order  may 
be  appealed  to  and  corrected  by  the  courts. 

The  requirement  in  the  act  for  approval  of  plans  of  the  dam  by 
t  lie  Corps  of  Army  Engineers  and  Secretary  of  the  Army  on  any  navi¬ 
gable  stream  as  to  the  navigation  features  before  a  license  may  issue 
is  in  no  way  comparable  to  the  veto  power  given  the  Secretary  of 
the  Interior  in  this  proposed  legislation  and  is  not  a  precedent  for 
such  amendment. 

It  is  similar  to  a  situation  of  a  building  code  requiring  a  city  engi¬ 
neer  to  approve  the  basic  standards  in  construction  as  against  a  re¬ 
quirement  that  no  house  may  be  built  if  trees  or  plants  are  damaged 
thereby. 

One  is  in  furtherance  of  the  requirements  of  good  construction, 
while  the  other  is  diametrically  opposed  to  any  construction. 

Now,  Mr.  Chairman,  if  I  might  digress  for  moment,  I  was  present 
this  morning  when  the  distinguished  Senator  from  Oregon  made  his 
statement  as  the  father  of  this  bill,  to  which  he  says  lie  is  not  wedded, 
and  there  are  a  couple  of  comments - 

The  Chairman.  He  says  he  is  not  wedded  to  the  language. 

Mr.  Paine.  I  didn't  know  whether  that  made  the  bill  illegitimate  or 
not. 

The  Chairman.  Most  bills  achieve  some  cloak  of  legitimacy  once  in¬ 
troduced  in  the  United  States  Senate. 

Mr.  Paine.  I  assume  that  was  equivalent  to  the  benefit  of  clergy. 

First  I  would  like  to  comment  briefly  on  this  argument  in  regard 
to  the  Canadian  situation.  It  seems  almost  inconceivable  to  me  that 
the  great  Dominion  of  Canada  is  going  to  make  so  fundamental  a  de¬ 
cision  as  to  whether  or  not  to  develop  the  Fraser  River  for  power  pur¬ 
poses,  or  to  keep  it  for  salmon  purposes  on  the  basis  of  what  any 
examiner  or  expert  may  testify  to,  be  reported  as  making  a  finding 
before  the  United  States  Federal  Power  Commission. 

Canada  is  presently  interested,  I  assume,  in  the  salmon  fisheries 
in  the  Fraser,  and  before  Canada  destroys  those  salmon  fisheries,  I, 
for  one,  have  no  doubt  whatever  that  the  Canadian  experts  will  advise 
the  Canadian  Government  as  to  when  they  can  get  salmon  over  the 
proposed  dams  in  the  Fraser  River.  The  mere  fact  there  is  incon¬ 
sistency  between  the  examiner  of  the  Federal  Power  Commission  and 
the  United  States  is  going  to  control  the  action  of  Canada  seems  to 
me  to  place  the  Canadians  in  a  position  of  people  of  small  intelligence. 
They  are  going  to  pass  on  that  fundamental  problem  as  we  would. 

We  are  not  going  to  destroy  our  salmon  fisheries  or  power  facilities 
because  somebody  in  Ottawa  made  a  report  to  some  commission  in 
Canada,  and  it  seems  to  me  that  is  considerably  beside  the  point. 

If  this  bill  had  been  in  effect  at  an  earlier  period,  I  would  like  to 
ask  the  Senator  from  Oregon  whether  it  would  have  stopped  the  build¬ 
ing  of  the  Cowlitz  Dam  for  the  city  of  Tacoma,  stopped  the  building 
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of  the  Pelton  Dam  by  Portland  General  Electric  Co.,  both  of  which 
dams,  without  any  question,  have  a  detrimental  effect  upon  migratory 
fish. 

Does  the  Senator  now  believe  that  those  dams  should  be  stopped, 
and  the  dams  taken  out  of  the  river  in  order  that  the  fish  can  go  up 
the  Cowlitz  and  the  Pelton  ? 

We  have  the  problem,  it  semes  to  me,  Mr.  Chairman,  of  the  overall 
problem.  We  know  that  salmon  are  important.  We  have  filed  a  peti¬ 
tion  with  the  Federal  Power  Commission  in  relation  to  the  denial  of 
our  licenses  for  Mountain  Sheep  and  Pleasant  Valley,  in  which  we 
take  that  Commission  rather  severely  to  task  because  their  views  in 
regard  to  the  fish  at  Nez  Perce — but  we  don’t  feel  because  the  Commis¬ 
sion’s  views  on  that  subject  differ  from  ours  that  the  fundamental  law 
should  be  changed  to  fit  that  particular  situation. 

Next  week  you  may  have  a  Secretary  of  the  Interior  who  renders  a 
decision  that  a  dam  shall  be  built,  and  Senator  Neuberger  will  disagree 
with  it.  Is  lie  going  to  come  in  and  ask  Congress  to  take  the  power 
away  from  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  and  give  it  to  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture,  because  he  thinks  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  is  more 
interested  in  fish  ? 

As  the  chairman  pointed  out,  3rou  don’t  have  the  right  to  confirm 
the  members  of  the  International  Joint  Commission,  but  the  Senate 
does  have  the  right  to  confirm  the  appointees  to  the  Federal  Power 
Commission,  and  if  it  is  important  to  the  Senate  to  find  out  their 
views  on  fish  preservation  as  against  power  development,  the  oppor¬ 
tunities  are  always  there  for  that  purpose,  and  that  is  why  it  is  an 
independent  Commission. 

The  Chairman.  Of  course  the  opportunities  are  there,  but  some¬ 
times  what  they  say  when  they  are  up  for  confimation  and  what  they 
do  after  they  are  confirmed  seem  to  have  little  connection. 

Mr.  Paine.  I  wouldn’t  want  to  be  facetious,  but  the  people  say  that 
is  true  of  all  politicians  before  and  after  election. 

The  Chairman.  As  politicians,  we  have  to  go  back  and  make  an  ac¬ 
counting,  occasionally. 

Mr.  Paine.  That  is  true,  they  come  back  every  so  often. 

The  Chairman.  They  come  back  once  in  a  while. 

Mr.  Paine.  The  term  ultimately  expires. 

The  Chairman.  The  average  reappointment  runs  about  15  percent 
up  here. 

Mr.  Patne.  The  same  is  true  of  the  Secretary  of  Interior,  they  may 
change  every  4  years.  You  may  have  a  new  Secretary  of  the  Interior 
next  time  who  takes  a  different  attitude. 

The  Chairman.  You  point  out,  and  rightly  so,  that  the  Federal 
Power  Commission  allows  the  Secretary  of  Interior  to  intervene  in 
these  cases,  but  what  if  you  have  a  Secretary  that  decides  not  to  in¬ 
tervene  ;  then  where  is  the  public  interest  ? 

Mr.  Paine.  If  the  executive  branch  of  the  Government  falls  down 
in  the  functions  of  carrying  out  the  purposes  for  which  it  is  set  up, 
that  does  present  a  real  problem  to  the  Congress. 

The  Chairman.  I  appreciate  that  is  the  philosophy  that  would  be 
in  direct  relation  to  the  philosophy  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior, 
but  you  and  I  would  disagree,  1  am  sure,  or  we  did  on  the  Hells  Can¬ 
yon  case,  but  the  truth  of  the  matter  is  not  talking  about  the  merits 
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that  we  had  one  Secretary  of  Interior  who  vigorously  intervened  in 
that  case,  and  then  the  new  one  came  in  and  he  immediately  dropped 
the  whole  thing.  Then  the  people  interested  had  to  go  out  and,  under 
great  difficulty,  form  an  organization,  get  a  little  piddling  money  here 
and  there,  and  try  to  make  a  case,  which  I  think  was  in  the  public  in¬ 
terest.  You  may  disagree  on  that. 

But  here  is  a  case  where  one  Secretary  did  and  one  Secretary  did 
not. 

Mr.  Paine.  That  is  why  I  say  you  don’t  solve  your  problem  to  give 
him  the  power  to  say  which  dam  shall  or  shan’t  be  built.  Senator 
N euberger  said  he  was  much  in  favor  of  Hells  Canyon,  which,  accord¬ 
ing  to  him,  would  completely  destroy  the  salmon  on  beyond  the  high 
Hells  Canyon;  yet  he  was  critical  of  delay  in  putting  in  fish  facilities 
at  Brownlee,  which,  had  the  high  Hells  Canyon  been  built,  would 
have  been  utterly  destroyed.  It  all  becomes  a  relative  matter  of  what 
is  most  important. 

The  Chairman.  I  don’t  think  the  evidence  on  the  high  Hells  Can¬ 
yon  is  such. 

Mr.  Paine.  If  you  can  get  fish  over  high  Hells  Canyon,  you  can 
get  it  over  the  Nez  Perce,  and  then  this  whole  bill  is  meaningless. 

The  Chairman.  I  do  not  know  what  the  plans  are.  The  Nez 
Perce  proposition  is  still  in  the  future.  No  one  has  filed  as  yet,  but 
I  think  in  that  particular  case  there  was  pretty  much  general  agree¬ 
ment,  right  or  wrong,  or  conclusions,  rather,  that  the  Hells  Canyon 
plans  for  the  high-dam  storage  would  be  not  more  affected  than  some 
of  the  other  dams.  We  don’t  want  to  belabor  that  point  here. 

Now,  I  am  in  somewhat  agreement  with  you  in  the  general  con¬ 
clusion,  but  this  is  what  bothers  me  as  a  practical  matter  about  this 
proposal.  There  could  be  a  complete  impasse  here  between  two  de¬ 
partments,  and  nothing  would  be  done  at  all. 

Mr.  Paine.  It  seems  to  me  that  the  impasse  would  be  that,  unless  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior  gave  approval  to  the  dam,  there  would 
be  no  dam.  The  conflict  would  be  resolved  by  the  action  of  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior.  We  think  that  is  wrong,  fundamentally  we 
think  the  final  problem — if  Senator  Neuberger - 

The  Chairman.  You  would  have  a  complete  standoff. 

Now,  would  you  approve  of  legislation  that  would  make  it  manda¬ 
tory  that  the  Secretary  of  Interior  intervene  in  these  cases? 

Mr.  Paine.  Why,  I  don’t  see  any  objection  to  it.  I  think,  as  far  as 
I  know,  maybe  with  one  exception,  in  which  you  pointed  out,  the 
Secretary  didn't  intervene  primarily  because  he  was  satisfied  with 
the  result  as  to  where  he  was  going.  I  don’t  think,  if  you  mean  the 
Secretary  should  intervene  in  opposition  to  a  request  for  a  license — 
of  course,  it  shouldn’t  be  mandatory.  The  Secretary  would  intervene 
only  in  the  event  he  felt  that  the  granting  of  a  license  was  detrimental 
to  the  fish  interest  in  such  a  way  that  it  became  more  important  to 
preserve  the  fish  than  it  did  to  develop  the  power,  and  I  think  the 
language - 

The  Chairman.  In  that  case,  it  would  be  your  opinion  that  he 
should  step  up  and  say  so  ? 

Mr.  Paine.  That  is  right,  and  I  am  sure  if  he  believes  that,  he  will ; 
even  under  the  present  act  the  Secretary  that  didn’t  intervene  prob¬ 
ably  didn’t  believe  that. 
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The  Chairman.  In  some  instances  they  haven’t  because  as  of  now  it 
is  permissive,  only. 

Mr.  Paine.  That  is  right,  but  if  he  has  strong  convictions  that  it 
is  going  to  be  detrimental,  I  am  sure  he  would  appear. 

The  Chairman.  Of  course.  I  think  that  you,  and  the  groups  you 
represent,  many  of  whom  I  know  and  know  well,  will  agree  with  me 
that  the  basis  of  our  economy  in  that  area  is  low-cost  power.  How¬ 
ever,  fish  and  game  are  of  prime  importance  and  we  are  trying  to  have 
fish,  game,  and  power.  I  think  you  will  agree  with  me,  that  in  most 
cases  there  is  a  possibility  that  we  can  have  fish,  game,  and  power. 

Mr.  Paine.  I  would  have  no  objection.  I  think  the  group  I  repre¬ 
sent  would  have  no  objection  to  spell  out  a  little  more  clearly  in  the 
law,  if  it  isn’t  so  spelled  out  now,  that  the  Federal  Power  Commission 
should  not  grant  a  license  for  a  project  if  it  found  that  the  fish  inter¬ 
est  to  be  destroyed  or  hurt  by  the  project  were  of  greater  value  than 
the  power  resources  that  could  be  developed.  There  is  no  question  in 
my  mind  about  that. 

The  Chairman.  That  is  where  the  fat  gets  into  the  fire. 

Mr.  Paine.  Well,  somebody  has  got  to  weigh  these  two  great  things 
we  have  got  to  have  in  the  Northwest.  We  want  our  fish  and  we  want 
electricity,  but  as  I  see  this  bill,  this  takes  it  out  of  that  realm  and  says 
to  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  “Don’t  approve  this  dam  if  it  is  in 
any  way  detrimental  to  migratory  fish  and  game.” 

Nobody  said  a  word  about  the  game,  but  the  only  real  damage  you 
can  do  to  game  is  to  drown  out  a  little  pasture! and,  which  could  be 
provided  for,  but  it  would  be  detrimental  to  them.  Is  the  dam  to  be 
stopped  because  a  deer  has  a  few  less  acres  to  graze  upon  ? 

The  Chairman.  Well,  I  think  probably  the  author  of  the  bill,  and 
the  proponents,  would  suggest  language  that  would  not  pose  that  literal 
interpretation  on  the  word  “detrimental.” 

Mr.  Paine.  If  I  were  to  interpret  this  act,  once  it  has  been  in,  or 
the  courts,  what  discretion  has  the  Secretary  of  Interior  got? 

The  Chairman.  Well,  the  Secretary  of  Interior  could  be  very  arbi¬ 
trary  in  this  matter,  there  is  no  argument  about  that.  The  Federal 
Power  Commission  can  be  arbitrary,  too. 

Mr.  Paine.  That  is  right,  but  if  in  the  next  administration  Senator 
Neuberger  should  be  promoted  to  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  we  might 
not  get  very  many  dams  if  the  fish  were  hurt.  My  feeling  is  that  a 
nonpartisan,  disinterested  commission  is  fundamentally  better  able,  in 
the  lomr  rum,  to  make  those  sort  of  decisions. 

The  Chairman.  Well,  if  they  would  in  every  case  take  into  account 
all  the  factors  involved,  but  there  are  some — I  would  speak  for  myself, 
because  I  am  hearing  this  bill — there  are  some  who  feel  they  have  at 
times  been  very  arbitrary.  We,  of  course,  have  a  lot  to  do  with  them 
in  this  committee. 

Generally,  you  agree  with  the  principle,  do  you  not,  and  I  am  sure 
your  groups  do — as  I  say,  I  know  all  of  them  fairly  well — on  the  gen¬ 
eral  objective  that  we  ought  to  try  here  to  work  out  some  comprehen¬ 
sive  plan  for  the  river  that  will  involve  the  best  interests  of  the  fish 
and  wildlife,  where  possible,  and  the  best  interest  of  a  comprehen¬ 
sive  development,  public  and  private  ? 

Mr.  Paine.  That  is  right,  and  that  is  why  we  were  disappointed  we 
didn’t  get  Mountain  Sheep  and  Pleasant  Valley. 

24349—58 - 10 
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The  Chairman.  I  was  very  much  in  accord  with  the  decision  of 
the  Power  Commission,  I  am  not  often  in  accord  with  them,  but  this 
time  I  was.  That  is  neither  here  nor  there  in  this  matter,  but  I  do 
think — and  I  will  say  it  again — and  I  have  said  it  on  many  occasions 
in  the  area,  that  I  think  the  most  discouraging  thing  we  do  out  there 
is  to  get  into  arguments  about  who  builds  dams.  As  long  as  we  have 
to  get  low-cost  power,  we  should  avoid  these  endless  arguments  about 
the  development  of  the  whole  comprehensive  resource.  Surely  there 
should  be  some  areas  of  agreement  where  we  can  preserve  our  val¬ 
uable  fish  run  and  still  have  our  low-cost  power,  not  in  all  cases,  but 
at  least  to  a  great  extent.  We  have  the  greatest  resource  in  the  world 
there,  but  it  involves  many  facets. 

I  think  we  can  come  out  with  something. 

Mr.  Paine.  I  heartily  say  “amen,  I  agree.” 

The  Chairman.  There  are  many  things  that  can  be  done,  and  the 
private  power  groups,  I  assume,  would  be  perfectly  willing  to  enter 
into  any  general  area  of  agreement  to  accomplish  these  things. 

Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Paine. 

Now,  it  is  a  quarter  to  1,  so  we  will  meet  again  at  2 :  55. 

(Whereupon,  at  12 : 40  p.  m.,  the  committee  adjourned,  to  recon¬ 
vene  at  2 :  55  p.  m.  of  the  same  day.) 

AFTERNOON  SESSION 

The  Chairman.  Come  to  order. 

We  will  continue  with  witnesses  on  3185. 

Is  Mr.  Paul  here? 

We  will  be  glad  to  hear  from  you. 

Mr.  Paul  is  the  executive  secretary  of  the  Sport  Fishing  Institute, 
W ashington,  D.  C. 

Mr.  Paul.  Thank  you,  Senator. 

STATEMENT  0E  ROBERT  M.  PAUL,  EXECUTIVE  SECRETARY,  SPORT 

FISHING  INSTITUTE 

Mr.  Paul.  The  Sport  Fishing  Institute  was  organized  in  1949  by 
a  group  of  farsighted  fishing  tackle  manufacturers.  The  institute 
was  organized  in  an  effort  to  help  fishing  and  fishermen.  It  was  set 
up  as  a  fish  conservation  agency,  not  as  an  organization  aimed  at 
promoting  the  sale  of  tackle. 

Over  180  associations  and  manufacturers  of  fishing  tackle,  fishing 
accessories,  outboard  motors,  boats,  trailers,  sporting  goods,  and 
chemical,  glass,  cork,  paper,  and  metal  products,  used  directly  or  in¬ 
directly  by  anglers,  now  contribute  funds  to  the  institute.  Their 
.contributions  are  the  major  source  of  income. 

However,  a  larger  and  growing  number  of  other  small  businesses 
and  individuals  contribute  token  funds  to  the  organization  as  well. 

The  Sport  Fishing  Institute  is  a  nonprofit,  nonstock,  scientific  or¬ 
ganization  incorporated  under  the  laws  of  the  District  of  Columbia. 
Its  corporate  purposes  are : 

(1)  to  promote  and  assist  in  the  conservation,  development,  and 
wise  utilization  of  our  national  recreational  fisheries  resources ; 

(2)  to  advance  and  encourage  the  development  and  application  of 
all  branches  of  fishery  research  and  management ; 
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(3)  to  collect,  evaluate,  and  publish  all  information  of  value  to  ad¬ 
vance  fishery  science  and  the  sport  of  fishing ; 

(4)  to  assist  existing  educational  institutions  in  the  training  of  per¬ 
sonnel  in  fisheries  science  and  management ; 

(5)  to  encourage  a  wider  participation  in  sport  fishing  through  the 
distribution  of  information  pertaining  to  its  health  and  recreational 
values;  and 

(6)  to  assist  and  encourage  cooperate  effort  between  all  existing 
conservation  organizations. 

The  Sport  Fishing  Institute  is  extremely  interested  in  two  of  the 
bills  being  heard  today.  The  hearings  on  another  bill  we  have  con¬ 
sistently  supported,  the  amendments  to  the  Coordination  Act,  have 
been  postponed. 

The  Chairman.  I  might  say  for  the  record,  I  am  glad  you  men¬ 
tioned  that. 

Senator  Watkins,  the  author  of  the  bill,  called  me,  I  believe  it  was 
Wednesday,  and  suggested  we  postpone  the  hearings  on  that  bill  for  at 
least  2  weeks.  He  said  that  there  appeared  to  be  a  good  chance  of 
agreement  with  the  Department  of  Agriculture  and  the  Army  en¬ 
gineers  on  this  matter.  And  that  being  so,  I  decided  to  let  it  go  for 
2  weeks. 

If  we  can  come  to  an  agreement,  we  shall  be  much  better  off,  so  in 
2  weeks  we  will  hold  hearings  on  that  bill. 

Mr.  Paul.  I  think  that  is  good  news.  I  hope  you  can  get  that 
agreement. 

The  Chairman.  It  was  at  Senator  Watkins’  request. 

Mr.  Paul.  S.  2447  would  authorize  and  direct  the  Secretary  of  In¬ 
terior  to  undertake  continuing  studies  of  the  effects  of  pesticides  upon 
fish  and  wildlife  for  the  purpose  of  preventing  losses  of  these  resources 
following  spraying  arid  to  seek  basic  data  on  chemical  controls  leading 
to  their  use  with  minimum  detriment  to  fish  and  wildlife. 

There  has  been  very  rapid  development  of  new  “super-insecticides” 
-during  and  since  World  War  II.  Some  significant  disasters  in  nature 
have  followed  widespread  use  of  this  poison. 

An  example  was  the  repeated  devastation  of  salmon  and  salmon 
foods  bv  spraying  DDT — for  spruce  budworm  control — on  the 
Miramichi  River  drainage  in  New  Brunswick  in  1954-56.  The 
.streams  were  used  as  spray  pattern  boundaries  and  received  deadly 
doses.  The  problem  seemed  to  be  the  stream  was  used  as  the  bound¬ 
ary  line,  and  as  a  result  the  streams  received  high  dosages. 

Another  example  was  the  unfortunate  slaughter  in  1955  of  trout 
and  trout  foods  in  the  Yellowstone  National  Park.  By  contrast  some 
applications  of  DDT  sprays  for  insect  control  elsewhere  have  served 
•objectives  while  safeguarding  fish  resources. 

We  know  it  can  be  done,  if  it  is  done  properly. 

The  Chairman.  I  am  not  too  familiar  with  the  one  in  New  Bruns- 
-wick,  but  the  Yellowstone  National  Park  example  was  quite  con¬ 
clusive,  and  that  of  course  caused  both  the  Montana  Senators,  and 
Members  of  Congress  to  introduce  the  legislation. 

Mr.  Paul.  Frankly,  though,  DDT  is  mild  compared  to  new  poisons 
Tike  Dieldrin  or  Heptachlor.  These  drastic  poisons  are  being  spread 
in  massive  doeses  over  areas  to  exceed  20  million  acres  in  the  deep 
.'South.  The  purpose  is  to  try  to  eradicate  the  imported  fire  ant. 
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Such  dramatic  incidents  draw  immediate  attention  and  quick  effort 
to  prevent  reoccurrence.  Perhaps  of  far  more  importance  in  the 
long  run  will  be  cumulative  effects  in  a  wildlife  species,  deterioration 
of  reproductive  vigor  or  inability  to  withstand  predation  and  other 
natural  controls.  There  is  attached  a  copy  of  the  January  1958  Sport 
Fishing  Institute  bulletin  which  discusses  the  possible  effects  of  these 
pesticides  in  greater  detail. 

S.  3185  would  require  the  Federal  Power  Commission  to  secure  the 
approval  of  the  Secretary  of  Interior,  before  issuing  a  license  for  a 
project  proposal  that  would  affect  migratory  fish  and  wildlife.  The 
effects  of  this  bill  would  be  confined  principally  to  the  Columbia 
River  Basin. 

This  legislation  was  conceived  after  the  FPC  decision  on  proposals 
to  construct  dams  at  the  Pleasant  Valley  and  Mountain  Sheep  sites  on 
the  Middle  Fork  of  the  Snake  River.  In  rejecting  the  application  for 
license  to  construct  these  projects,  the  FPC  invited  power  interests 
to  build  a  high  dam  at  the  Nez  Perce  site. 

The  major  portion  of  the  250,000  anadromous  fish  reaching  the 
Snake  River  spawn  in  tributaries  above  the  Nez  Perce  site,  prin¬ 
cipally  the  Salmon  and  Imnaha.  We  are  no  longer  much  concerned 
about  dams,  such  as  Pleasant  Valley  and  Mountain  Sheep,  constructed 
above  the  mouth  of  the  Imnaha. 

Nez  Perce,  which  is  located  below  the  mouths  of  the  Imnaha  and 
Salmon  Rivers,  would  block  completely  the  last  major  anadromous 
fish  run  in  the  Columbia  River.  The  FPC  apparently  believes  that 
the  problem  of  getting  fish  over  high  dams  on  their  upstream  and 
downstream  migations  will  shortly  be  solved.  In  our  opinion  this 
conclusion  is  completely  wrong. 

Fish  migration  problems  over  100-foot  dams  has  not  been  solved. 
Trapping  adult  fish  and  trucking  them  is  being  attempted  at  Brownlee, 
Pelton,  and  Trinity  Dams  during  the  construction  periods.  But 
getting  the  fingerlings  downstream  is  much  harder.  They  cannot 
survive  the  trip  through  turbines  and  methods  of  skimming  them  out 
of  the  water,  especially  behind  a  dam  with  water  fluctuation  of  100 
feet  or  more,  is  a  problem  that  will  likely  take  years  to  solve,  if  it 
can  be  solved  at  all. 

The  FPC  apparently  doesn’t  realize  the  magnitude  of  the  problem. 
Nez  Perce  would,  of  course,  with  present  knowledge,  only  solve  the 
anadromous  fish  problem  in  the  Snake  as  Grand  Coulee  solved  it  on 
the  Columbia — by  eliminating  the  fish. 

Conservationists  are  solidly  opposed  to  Nez  Perce  Dam  and  high 
dams  on  the  Clearwater  and  the  Salmon.  This  opposition  will  con¬ 
tinue,  and  properly,  until  such  time  as  research  and  practical  experi¬ 
mentation  have  proved  beyond  a  doubt  that  the  anadromous  fish  up¬ 
stream  and  downstream  runs  can  be  adequately  maintained  over  a 
high  dam  and  a  series  of  high  dams. 

We  believe  the  Congress  should  take  positive  steps  to  assure  that  the 
Imnaha,  Grande  Ronde,  Salmon,  and  Clearwater,  and  the  Snake  River 
from  a  point  above  the  mouth  of  the  Imnaha  to  its  mouth,  be  pro¬ 
tected  from  further  dams  until  it  is  proven  that  the  fish  runs  can  be 
maintained. 

Along  with  this  action,  we  believe  Congress  should  immediately 
authorize  a  “crash  program”  of  basic  and  applied  anadromous  fish 
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research  in  cooperation  with  the  appropriate  agencies  of  the  States 
directly  concerned  with  the  Columbia  Basin. 

The  Chairman.  Before  you  go  on,  you  have  inserted  in  the  copy  you 
presented  to  me,  a  motion  that  the  States  must  also  have  a  voice.  Bv 
that  you  agree,  I  assume,  with  the  suggestion  that  the  bill  be  amended. 

I  believe  Mr.  Day  made  that  suggestion. 

Mr.  Paul.  That  is  right.  I  gave  you  the  copy  I  was  going  to  speak 
from,  and  I  wondered  where  it  went.  We  are  in  agreement  with  the 
suggestion  of  the  Oregon  Fisheries  Commission  as  presented  by  Mr. 
Dav. 

With  such  a  positive  program  implemented,  there  is  a  real  chance 
to  preserve  the  anadromous  fish  of  the  Columbia  and  at  the  same  time 
develop  the  necessary  power  and  flood  protection. 

S.  3185  is  a  step  in  the  right  direction — but  we  need  the  research 
program  for  the  Columbia  Biver  Basin  in  addition.  More  fish  pro¬ 
tection  is  needed  at  federally  constructed  dams  as  well  as  private  proj¬ 
ects  under  FPC  license  and  this  will  have  to  be  achieved  through 
amendments  to  the  Coordination  Act. 

I  appreciate  the  opportunity  of  appearing  before  your  committee 
and  expressing  our  views. 

The  Chairman.  I  am  not  in  disagreement  with  the  research  pro¬ 
gram  on  the  Columbia  Biver  Basin,  but  you  understood  that  every  year 
we  appropriated  substantial  sums  for  Columbia  Biver  research. 

I  do  not  know  what  the  result  has  been,  in  many  cases.  We  hope  it 
has  been  fruitful,  but  every  year  the  Appropriations  Committee  gives 
substantial  funds  for  research,  and  we  are  hopeful  that  it  might  bear 
fruit. 

It  isn’t  as  if  we  just  completely  neglected  it.  The  States  have  co¬ 
ordinated  and  done  as  much  as  they  can,  but  apparently  the  whole 
problem  requires  more  action  than  we  are  giving  to  it  now. 

Mr.  Paul.  I  am  glad  you  pointed  that  out,  Senator.  There  has 
been  a  good  research  program  on  the  Columbia  Biver,  particularly  at 
lower  Columbia  Biver,  the  salvage  program  directed  at  specific  losses 
from  downstream  dams.  But  we  still  need  real  emphasis,  particularly 
on  the  work  to  get  the  downstream  migrants  past,  to  see  whether  or 
not  it  is  feasible. 

The  Chairman.  We  have  spent  millions  of  dollars,  too,  in  Alaska. 
We  passed  all  kinds  of  legislation,  based,  or  justified  by  conservation, 
and  our  Alaskan  catch  is  going  down,  down,  down. 

Mr.  Paul.  I  think  there  are  a  couple  of  basic  problems,  one  is  the 
conflict  we  have  with  the  Japanese  fishery  on  the  high  seas. 

The  Chairman.  You  mention  in  your  statement  here  250,000  fish 
going  up  the  stream,  or  approximately  that  amount.  That  is  a  small 
amount  compared  to  the  over  55  million  fish  taken  by  the  Japanese. 

Mr.  Paul.  That  is  right. 

I  might  say  the  Sport  Fishing  Institute,  although  the  name  is 
“Sport  Fishing,”  is  extremely  concerned  with  that  salmon  fishing  out 
there.  We  feel  fortunate  so  far  the  Japanese  have  not  inflicted  di¬ 
rectly  on  the  sport  fishing.  But  I  think  it  will  be  a  problem  in  the 
future. 

The  Chairman.  I  hope  your  institute  will  spread  the  information 
as  much  as  you  can.  I  do  not  believe  that  Members  of  Congress  are 
opposed  to  this.  I  think  that  a  great  number  of  them  with  many 
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duties  and  problems  do  not  have  the  background  and  facts  and  some' 
body  should  see  that  every  Member  of  Congress  is  made  aware  of  the 
North  Pacific  salmon  situation. 

Mr.  Paul.  We  have  distributed  a  number  of  copies  of  Judge  Ar¬ 
nolds’  new  pamphlet  on  the  facts,  and  we  were  glad  to  do  that. 

The  Chairman.  Charles  Jackson  is  here.  We  will  be  glad  to  hear 
you. 

STATEMENT  OE  CHARLES  E.  JACKSON,  GENERAL  MANAGER, 
NATIONAL  FISHERIES  INSTITUTE,  INC. 

Mr.  Jackson.  Mr.  Chairman,  the  fishing  industry  in  the  United 
States  is  strongly  in  favor  of  the  principle  embodied  in  S.  3185. 
This  industry  performs  a  necessary  public  service  when  it  produces, 
processes  and  distributes  the  natural  resources  of  our  rivers,  lakes,  and 
oceans  for  the  benefit  of  mankind. 

With  proper  management,  the  waters  of  our  country  will  continue 
to  yield  abundant  supplies  of  fish  and  shellfish  and,  in  fact,  may  in¬ 
crease  these  supplies  for  time  immemorial,  provided  man  uses  reason¬ 
able  judgment  in  utilizing  these  waters  for  all  purposes. 

In  many  cases  we  can  have  both  fish  and  power,  flood  control  and 
reclamation.  In  some  cases  the  construction  of  dams  may  even  aid 
fishery  production. 

There  are  other  cases  where  the  construction  of  artificial  barriers 
spell  doom  for  such  valuable  species  as  salmon,  steelhead,  shad,  striped 
bass,  herring,  and  so  forth,  unless  means  can  be  found  to  safeguard 
these  natural  resources. 

S.  3185  is  directed  toward  this  end.  Although  provision  is  made  in 
the  law  to  safeguard  navigation  by  compelling  the  Federal  Power 
Commission  to  obtain  approval  from  the  United  States  Corps  of  En¬ 
gineers,  no  such  provision  has  been  made  to  safeguard  the  fish  and 
shellfish  resources. 

The  Federal  Power  Commission  is  a  body  designated  by  the  Con¬ 
gress  to  approve  or  reject  projosals  to  build  power  dams  on  navigable 
rivers  of  this  country.  Its  interests  naturally  are  centered  upon  the 
matter  of  power. 

There  does  not  exist  any  impelling  reason  for  this  body  to  give  ade¬ 
quate  consideration  to  the  fishery  resource  which  may  be  affected  in 
the  course  of  developing  the  power  potential  of  any  river,  and  it  has 
notably  failed  to  do  so  in  a  number  of  cases. 

In  a  recent  statement  by  the  Federal  Power  Commission  in  connec¬ 
tion  with  its  rejection  of  license  applications  by  the  Pacific  Northwest 
Power  Co.,  the  Commission  endorsed  the  construction  of  a  700-foot 
dam  on  what  is  known  as  the  Nez  Perce  site  on  the  Snake  River,  a 
tributary  of  the  Columbia. 

Such  a  dam  would  present  an  impassable  obstacle  in  the  path  of  a 
substantial  majority  of  the  salmon  runs  entering  the  Columbia  River 
and  completely  destroy  the  value  of  fish  passage  facilities  erected  at  a 
cost  of  millions  of  dollars  by  the  Government  at  dams  below  that  site. 

The  Columbia  River  and  its  tributaries  have  supported  a  salmon 
resource  which  has  been  commercially  exploited  for  over  a  century. 
In  that  period  this  resource  has  brought  in  well  over  a  billion  dollars 
in  new  money  into  the  Pacific  Northwest. 
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According  to  a  recent  survey  by  the  United  States  Fish  and  Wild¬ 
life  Service,  this  resource  produces  an  annual  income  in  excess  of  $17 
million  in  its  commercial  and  recreational  fishery  aspects.  As  related 
to  the  commercial  fishery,  this  value  is  based  upon  processor  levels. 

The  final  value  of  the  annual  return  from  this  resource,  with  com¬ 
mercial  production  rated  at  retail  prices,  is  in  excess  of  $21  million. 
Capitalized  on  a  4  percent  per  annum  return  basis,  this  would  repre¬ 
sent  an  investment  of  close  to  half  a  billion  dollars. 

This  resource  is  capable  of  indefinite  harvesting  if  the  spawning 
habitat  of  the  salmon  is  not  too  greatly  disturbed  and  the  path  of  these 
fish,  moving  to  and  from  the  ocean,  is  kept  open. 

While  the  monetary  value  of  this  resource  is  substantial  at  the  pres¬ 
ent  time,  it  may  be  greatly  increased  in  the  future.  It  is  estimated  that 
Columbia  River  spawned  salmon  produce  some  35  million  pounds  of 
fine  protein  food  each  year.  As  protein  food  is  one  of  the  most  scarce 
items  in  the  world  today,  and  many  economists  agree  that  it  will  grow 
more  and  more  scarce  as  the  world  population  increases,  foods  of  this 
type  may  well  have  a  value  to  which  it  is  difficult  to  affix  a  dollar 
mark  at  the  present  time. 

Thus,  the  fishery  resources  of  a  river  like  the  Columbia  may  have 
already  yielded  far  greater  benefits  for  mankind  that  a  power  project 
could  ever  produce— to  say  nothing  of  the  continuous  yield  of  salmon 
the  Columbia  River  could  produce  year  after  year  into  the  indefinite 
future. 

Americans  have  a  right  to  determine  whether  these  resources  should 
be  needlessly  sacrificed.  The  public  should  be  informed.  Congress 
should  know  all  the  factors  before  authorizing  the  construction  of 
artificial  barriers  in  the  waters  of  the  United  States. 

The  fishing  industry  believes  that  the  fish  and  wildlife  resources 
are  often  more  valuable  to  the  American  people  than  power  or  other 
manmade  resources,  since  the  life  tenure  of  dams  for  power,  flood 
control,  and  reclamation  are  relatively  short  lived  due  to  sedimenta¬ 
tion  and  other  causes,  perhaps  100  years. 

Hence,  we  believe  that  no  license  for  any  project  which  would  sub¬ 
stantially  affect  fish  and  wildlife  resources,  as  determined  by  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior,  should  be  issued  until  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior  has  approved  measures  to  be  incorporated  in  project  con¬ 
struction  and  operation  plans  for  the  conservation  of  fish  and  wild¬ 
life. 

In  any  event,  the  same  provisions  should  be  made  for  safeguarding 
the  fish  and  wildlife  resources  of  the  nation  as  are  made  under  the 
present  law  for  safeguarding  navigation. 

We  urge  prompt  and  favorable  action  on  S.  3185. 

We  understand  the  author  has  indicated  he  is  perfectly  agreeable 
to  amendments  which  may  be  necessary  to  clarify  his  bill. 

The  Chairman.  Mr.  Jackson,  just  one  question. 

If  the  committee  should  decide  in  cases  where  there  is  a  dispute,  an 
obvious  dispute  on  this  matter  of  which  I  presume  there  would  be 
many,  that  Congress  itself  should  take  a  hand  in  being  the  arbitrator, 
I  undertsand  that  you  personally  as  far  as  you  know  would  have  no 
objection  to  that? 

Mr.  Jackson.  No;  I  think  that  would  safeguard  the  interest  of 
all  concerned. 
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Mr.  Chairman.  Thank  you  very  much. 

I  have  a  statement  of  Mr.  Norwood,  which  I  want  to  put  in  the 
record. 

STATEMENT  OF  GUS  NORWOOD,  EXECUTIVE  SECRETARY,  NORTH¬ 
WEST  PUBLIC  POWER  ASSOCIATION,  VANCOUVER,  WASH. 

Mr.  Norwood.  I  serve  as  executive  secretary  of  the  Northwest  Pub¬ 
lic  Power  Association  which  comprises  103  consumer  owned  electric 
systems  which  serve  almost  2  million  people  in  Alaska,  Oregon,  Wash¬ 
ington,  Idaho,  and  Montana. 

These  systems  include  rural  electric  cooperatives,  public  utility 
districts  and  municipal  electric  distribution  systems  which  now  own 
and  operate  some  $700  million  in  electric  utility  plants  including 
about  1  million  kilowatts  of  hydroelectric  generating  capacity.  Ad¬ 
ditionally,  these  systems  have  under  construction  approximately 
1,500,000  kilowatts  in  capacity  at  a  cost  of  about  $450  million  and 
have  plans  for  soon  placing  under  construction  about  3  million  kilo¬ 
watts. 

Several  of  our  member  utilities  have  urged  us  to  testify  in  op¬ 
position  to  S.  3185. 

Our  systems  are  the  most  directly  affected  by  the  probable  effect  of 
S.  3185  either  because  one  or  more  of  our  member  systems  are  or  will 
be  building  dams  which  would  be  placed  in  jeopardy  by  the  bill,  or  in 
a  broader  sense  most  of  our  systems  and  most  of  the  population  of 
the  Pacific  Northwest  would  be  adversely  affected  by  the  probable 
effect  of  the  bill  in  hampering  the  orderly  and  proper  installation  of 
additional  hydroelectric  generation  capacity. 

PURPOSE  OF  TESTIMONY 

The  purpose  of  this  testimony  is  to  urge  that  S.  3185  not  be  passed 
in  its  present  form,  but  instead,  that  in  modified  form  it  be  incorpo¬ 
rated  in  or  be  combined  with  S.  2847. 

COMPREHENSIVE  DEVELOPMENT  FAVORED 

The  public  and  cooperative  electric  systems  of  the  Pacific  North¬ 
west  are  on  record  by  numerous  resolutions  in  favor  of  full,  optimum, 
comprehensive  development  of  the  water  resources  of  our  river  basins 
on  a  balanced  multiple-purpose  basis.  We  hold  firmly  to  the  test  of 
conservation,  with  conservation  defined  as  the  wise  use  of  resources  for 
the  greatest  good  of  the  largest  number  of  people  for  the  longest  time. 

The  resolutions  and  policies  of  the  Northwest  Public  Power  Asso¬ 
ciation  were  recodified  and  approved  by  our  board  of  trustees  on  No¬ 
vember  6, 1957,  and  have  been  reprinted  in  convenient  form  under  the 
title  “A  Consumer  Power  Policy.”  This  document  is  enclosed.  It 
details  the  attitude  and  recommendations  of  this  association  on  almost 
every  significant  policy  question  relating  to  hydroelectric  power  de¬ 
velopment. 

The  basic  principles  of  comprehensive  development  as  advocated  by 
the  Northwest  Public  Power  Association  have  been  drafted  in  legisla¬ 
tive  form  as  a  proposed  amendment  to  the  Federal  Power  Act  which 


FISH  AND  WILDLIFE  LEGISLATION  147 

was  introduced  by  Senator  Magnuson  and  cosponsored  by  six  Senators 
as  S.  2847. 

THE  PURPOSE  OF  S.  2847 

This  bill  S.  2847  would  amend  the  Federal  Power  Act  by  adding 
four  definitions :  “comprehensive  plan,”  “A  project  best  adapted  to  a 
comprehensive  plan,”  “no  public  benefits,”  and  “beneficial  public 
uses.”  The  bill  would  also  revise  section  10  (a)  so  as  to  make  man¬ 
datory  upon  the  Federal  Power  Commission  the  duty  to  license  only 
projects  which  conform  to  the  comprehensive  plan. 

The  peculiar  and  particular  merit  of  S.  2847  lies  in  its  setting  down 
specific  legislative  tests,  standards,  and  guidelines  for  the  Commis¬ 
sion  to  follow.  It  conforms  to  the  principle  that  ours  is  a  government 
of  laws  rather  than  an  arbitrary  and  changing  government  of  particu¬ 
lar  jobholders.  S.  2847  fills  a  void,  a  no-man-land  where  the  Commis¬ 
sion  now  has  excessive  discretion. 

S.  2847  conforms  to  the  concept  of  the  Federal  Power  Commission 
as  an  independent  agency  created  by  and  responsible  only  to  the  Con¬ 
gress.  It  does  not  make  the  Federal  Power  Commission  subject  to 
the  President  or  to  any  other  department  of  the  Government. 

The  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  both  as  an  individual  Cabinet  mem¬ 
ber  and  as  an  advocate  of  a  particular  administration,  is  often  under 
pressures  which  may  be  incompatible  with  the  Federal  Power  Com¬ 
mission’s  status  as  an  independent  body. 


THE  ^PURPOSE  OF  S.  3185 

In  contrast  the  present  bill  S.  3185  would  further  break  down  the 
independent  agency  status  of  the  Federal  Power  Commission  by  mak¬ 
ing  its  decisions  subject  to  a  new  veto  power  to  be  exercised  by  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior  on  behalf  of  the  United  States  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Service. 

S.  3185  appears  to  make  “conservation  of  migratory  fish  and  game” 
the  supreme  test.  It  would  designate  “conservation  of  migratory 
fish  and  game”  as  an  overriding,  superior,  and  controlling  use  of 
water  on  a  par  only  with  navigation,  and  it  would  relegate  and  down¬ 
grade  hydroelectric  power  to  the  status  of  a  subservient,  secondary  and 
less  significant  use  of  water  resources.  By  implication  it  would  also 
downgrade  flood  control,  recreation,  industrial,  municipal,  irrigation, 
and  other  uses  of  water. 

This  is  not  to  say  that  S.  3185  does  not  have  a  point.  It  does  have 
merit  in  its  intentions.  The  bill  S.  3185  will  serve  a  useful  purpose  if 
it  calls  attention  to  the  need  for  a  balanced  consideration  of  all  water 
uses  and  that  fish  and  wildlife  values  be  accorded  a  proper  place  among 
those  water  uses. 

NEZ  PERCE  NOT  ADVOCATED 

The  introduction  of  S.  3185  is  apparently  a  precautionary  step  re¬ 
sulting  from  the  January  20,  1958,  decision  of  the  Federal  Power 
Commission  to  deny  a  license  for  Mountain  Sheep  Dam  and  Pleasant 
Valley  Dam.  In  its  decision  the  Commission  acknowledged  the  superi¬ 
ority  of  the  Nez  Perce  Dam  and  spoke  favorably  of  the  progress  being 
made  in  fisheries  research.  This  apparently  gives  rise  to  the  conjec¬ 
ture  that  the  Commission  would  license  Nez  Perce  Dam  if  an  applica¬ 
tion  were  submitted. 
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However,  the  fact  is  that  no  agency  today  advocates  immediate 
construction  of  the  Nez  Perce  Dam.  No  application  for  a  permit  or 
license  has  been  made. 

It  is  noteworthy  that  the  Oregon  Water  Resources  Board  recently 
expressed  a  desire  that  a  7-year  moratorium  be  permitted  until  1965 
on  any  dam  building  in  the  Nez  Perce  reach  of  the  Middle  Snake 
River. 

The  Northwest  Public  Power  Association  as  early  as  December 
1954  suggested  a  moratorium  on  dam  construction  in  the  Nez  Perce 
reach  of  the  Middle  Snake  River  for  the  purpose  of  buying  time 
for  fisheries  research  and  to  keep  the  door  open  for  ultimate  full 
development. 

Most  recently  the  board  of  trustees  of  the  Northwest  Public  Power 
Association  on  November  6,  1957,  adopted  a  resolution  calling  upon 
Congress  to  authorize  and  direct  the  Corps  of  Engineers  to  conduct 
a  2-year  study  of  the  Middle  Snake  with  particular  attention  to  fish¬ 
eries  research. 

This  resolution  reads  as  follows : 

The  Middle  Snake  River  area  offers  the  greatest  promise  for  upstream  power 
and  flood  control  storage  available  in  the  United  States  portion  of  the  Columbia 
River  Basin.  There  is  a  real  need  for  an  adequate  study  of  its  ultimate  potential 
uses. 

To  fill  this  need  we  recommend  that  Congress  direct  the  Corps  of  Engineers  to 
conduct  an  immediate  and  thorough  investigation  and  study  of  the  Middle  Snake 
River  and  tributaries  from  below  the  mouth  of  the  Clearwater  River  to  Weiser, 
Idaho,  and  to  submit  to  Congress  by  December  31,  1959,  a  report  with  recom¬ 
mendations  for  the  full,  ultimate,  comprehensive,  multipurpose  development 
thereof  as  part  of  the  full  development  of  the  water  resources  of  the  Columbia 
River  Basin,  including  an  analysis  showing  the  relationship  to  fisheries  and  other 
conservation  values,  and  that  pending  action  by  Congress  on  this  report  that  no 
new  dams  may  be  built  and  no  new  licenses  may  be  granted  by  the  Federal  Power 
Commission  in  this  area. 

We  do  maintain  that  the  progress  of  fishery  research  is  so  promising 
that  we  anticipate  answers  in  a  reasonably  short  period  of  years  suffi¬ 
cient  to  permit  the  harnessing  of  these  valuable  water  powers. 

Anadromous  fisheries  is  an  important  economic  asset  of  the  Pacific 
Northwest.  We  as  an  association  favor  both  fish  and  power.  How¬ 
ever,  we  do  not  have  solutions  to  all  the  problems.  Research  is  grad¬ 
ually  providing  the  facts. 

LEGISLATIVE  DIFFICULTIES  IN  S.  3185 

S.  3185  at  a  minimum  does  not  do  justice  to  the  many  conservation 
duties,  especially  in  the  field  of  water  resources,  which  Congress  has 
imposed  upon  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior.  If  it  is  proposed  to  assign 
a  veto  power  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  over  the  granting  of  any 
Federal  Power  Commission  hydroelectric  project  license,  then  it  might 
be  asked  why  not  grant  him  a  general  authority  to  use  his  judgment  in 
respect  to  any  and  all  of  his  many  duties  of  surveillance  in  the  fields 
of  water  use  for  irrigation,  power,  salinity  control,  silt  control,  recrea¬ 
tion,  fish  and  wildlife,  Indian  affairs,  and  other  purposes.  For  ex¬ 
ample,  might  it  not  have  been  desirable  to  have  granted  the  Secretary 
veto  power  to  prevent  the  Commission  granting  a  license  for  several 
small  dams  in  the  Middle  Snake  River  where  both  the  Bureau  of 
Reclamation  and  Corps  of  Engineers  had  previously  recommended  a 
plan  of  full  development  by  building  the  high  Hells  Canyon  Dam? 
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As  it  happens,  the  recent  historical  facts  are  that  neither  Secretary 
Douglas  McKay  nor  Secretary  Fred  Seaton  would  have  so  used  such 
veto  power.  Neither  has  supported  the  high  Hells  Canyon  Dam.  If 
they  would  not  have  used  such  a  veto  power  in  the  cause  of  conserva¬ 
tion  and  fuller  development,  then  why  grant  them  a  veto  power  to 
obstruct  development  on  the  narrow  grounds  that  only  one  of  the 
numerous  multiple  purposes  of  water  resources  might  be  modified  or 
adversely  affected  ? 

The  defect  is  in  the  law.  The  law  should  be  so  written  that  the 
Federal  Power  Commission  must  measure  a  proposed  project  by  cer¬ 
tain  tests,  standards,  and  guidelines  as  defined  by  Congress.  The 
standards  must  be  sufficiently  explicit  that  a  Federal  court  can  deter¬ 
mine  when  the  Commission  misapplies  or  ignores  the  legislative  man¬ 
date. 

THE  REASONABLENESS  OF  S.  2847 


It  has  been  said  that  a  law  has  not  stood  the  test  of  time  until  it 
has  operated  satisfactorily  for  the  period  of  at  least  one  administra¬ 
tion  which  is  philosophically  opposed  to  the  intent  of  the  law. 

Section  10  (a)  of  the  Federal  Power  Act  requires  that  a  license  may 
be  granted  only  if  a  proposed  project  meets  the  test  of  the  compre¬ 
hensive  plan.  In  the  Hells  Canyon  case  the  Federal  Power  Commis¬ 
sion  made  a  travesty  of  section  10  (a).  The  law  has  broken  down. 
Even  an  attempted  salvage  operation  in  the  Federal  courts  did  no  good. 

The  purpose  of  S.  2847  is  to  repair  section  10  (a)  and  to  buttress  it 
with  precise,  workable  definitions  and  standards. 

The  further  reasonableness  of  S.  2847  lies  in  its  provision  that, 
when  the  Federal  Power  Commission  feels  that  a  project  should  be 
licensed  even  though  it  does  not  meet  or  fully  meet  the  standards  set 
forth  by  S.  2847,  then  the  Commission  is  authorized  to  refer  the 
proposed  license  to  Congress  and,  upon  specific  authorization  by  Con¬ 
gress,  the  Commission  may  then  issue  the  license. 

Because  we  think  S.  2847  insures  a  balanced  consideration  of 
fisheries,  game,  recreation,  and  other  values  in  comprehensive  plan¬ 
ning,  we  think  S.  2847  is  a  better  approach  to  the  problem  of  fish 
and  wildlife  conservation. 

Particular  attention  is  called  to  page  3  of  S.  2847  which  lists 
“beneficial  public  uses”  of  water  resources.  Emphasis  is  given  com¬ 
mercial  and  sports  fisheries,  wildlife,  and  recreation,  but  they  are 
listed  on  an  equal  basis  with  other  public  uses. 

The  Northwest  Public  Power  Association  is  on  record  in  favor 
of  the  broader  principles  of  S.  2847. 


PROPOSED  AMENDMENT  FOR  S.  2  847 

In  order  to  reduce  the  risk  of  future  misunderstanding,  it  is  sug¬ 
gested  that  the  word  “comprehensive”  be  deleted  in  line  11,  page  4, 
of  S.  2847. 

It  is  not  consistent  to  refer  to  comprehensive  plans  (in  the  plural) 
for  the  river  basin,  when,  on  page  1  of  the  bill,  a  comprehensive  plan 
is  defined  as  the  “best  of  alternative  plans.” 
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INCORPORATION  OF  T1IE  PRINCIPLE  OF  S.  3185  IN  S.  2847 

In  order  to  insure  reasonable  liaison  between  the  Department  of 
the  Interior  and  the  Federal  Power  Commission,  not  only  on  fisheries 
but  also  in  regard  to  the  many  conservation  laws  administered  by 
Interior,  it  may  be  appropriate  to  add  the  following  new  section  to 
S.  2847.  This  would  utilize  the  central  principle  of  S.  3185  without 
granting  a  mandatory  veto  power. 

Sec.  3.  Subsection  (e)  of  section  4,  as  amended,  is  hereby  further  amended 
by  inserting  after  the  first  proviso  in  the  first  sentence  the  following  new 
provision : 

“ Provided  further,  That  each  application  for  a  permit  or  license  shall  be  re¬ 
ferred  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  for  his  comments  and  advice,  which  shall 
be  considered  by  the  Commission.” 

In  looking  over  the  “provided  further”  at  the  end  of  the  first  sen¬ 
tence  of  subsection  (e)  of  section  4,  it  occurs  to  us  that  Congress, 
since  enactment  of  the  Federal  Power  Act  of  1920  and  since  its  last 
significant  amendment  in  1935,  has  assigned  to  the  Corps  of  En¬ 
gineers  the  responsibility  for  flood  control  on  a  par  with  the  Army’s 
duties  respecting  navigation. 

The  lack  of  explicit  language  in  regard  to  flood  control  was  quite 
apparent  in  the  Hells  Canyon  case.  Since  no  one  was  responsible,, 
the  issue  fell  by  the  wayside  by  default.  One  solution  to  this  deficien¬ 
cy  is  the  following  additional  amendment  for  S.  2847 : 

Sec.  4.  Subsection  (e)  of  section  4,  as  amended,  is  further  amended  by  in¬ 
serting  in  the  first  sentence  after  the  phrase,  “Provided  further,  That  no  license 
affecting,”  the  words  “the  flood-control  capacity  or”. 

If  it  is  held  that  the  Federal  Power  Commission’s  status  as  an  in¬ 
dependent  agency  is  clouded  by  the  last  proviso  in  subsection  (e)  of 
section  4,  which  gives  an  absolute  veto  power  to  the  Secretary  of  the 
Army,  then  the  following  alternative  language  would  be  suggested 
as  an  alternative  to  both  of  the  above  proposals.  We  think  the  fol¬ 
lowing  solution  may  be  best : 

Sec.  3.  Subsection  (e)  of  section  4,  as  amended,  is  hereby  further  amended 
by  deleting  the  last  proviso  in  the  first  sentence  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
the  following: 

“ Provided  further,  That  each  application  for  a  permit  or  license  shall  be  re¬ 
ferred  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  and  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  for 
their  comments  and  advice  as  to  the  effect  of  a  license  upon  the  administration 
of  laws  within  their  respective  jurisdictions,  which  shall  be  considered  by 
the  Commission.” 

RECOMMENDATION 

In  view  of  the  fact  that  S.  3185  applies  explictly  to  the  Pacific 
Northwest  and  would  either  affect  adversely  or  create  uncertainties 
in  regard  to  projects  for  optimum,  comprehensive,  multiple-purpose 
development,  the  Northwest  Public  Power  Association  recommends 
that  S.  3185  not  be  approved. 

Secondly,  we  urge  early  consideration  by  the  committee  of  S. 
2847.. 

Thirdly,  in  connection  with  consideration  of  S.  2847,  it  may  be 
desirable  to  amend  section  4  (e)  of  the  Federal  Power  Act,  permitting 
the  Secretary  of  Interior  to  comment  on  all  license  applications.  But 
we  are  opposed  to  granting  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  any  absolute 
veto  powers. 

Thank  you. 
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(Document,  A  Consumer  Power  Policy,  follows:) 

(Revised  and  adopted  November  6,  1957,  by  the  Northwest  Public  Power 

Association) 

Your  legislative  committee  respectfully  submits  this  recodification  of  North¬ 
west  Public  Power  Association  resolutions  as  taken  from  the  minute  books  cover¬ 
ing  86  business  meetings  the  past  17  years.  Some  280  resolutions  have  been 
consolidated  into  a  draft  about  one-tenth  the  original  bulk. 

The  consumer-owned  electric  systems  of  the  Pacific  Northwest  have  a  public- 
utility  responsibility  to  serve  2  million  people  with  an  abundant  supply  of  elec¬ 
tric  energy  at  the  lowest  possible  cost,  consistent  with  sound  business  practices 
and  with  comprehensive  development  of  natural  resources.  These  four  goals 
occur  repeatedly  in  the  resolutions.  Because  they  appear  as  four  sides  of  a 
unified,  consumer-minded  policy,  we  are  submitting  as  a  suggested  title  for  this 
report :  “A  Consumer  Power  Policy.” 

The  local  consumer  power  system  has  been  created  by  the  citizens  of  the  com¬ 
munity  for  the  express  purpose  of  supplying  adequate  electric  power,  when  and 
where  it  is  needed,  at  the  lowest  rates  consistent  with  sound  business  principles. 

Being  consumer  owned,  its  customers  and  its  stockholders  are  one  and  the 
same,  with  the  result  that  it  has  1  master  and  1  loyalty — the  community  and 
its  citizens. 

With  no  conflict  between  consumer  and  stockholder,  and  with  direct  control 
of  operating  policy  by  the  people  it  serves,  the  local  consumer-owned  power  sys¬ 
tem  is  in  an  unequaled  position  to  serve  the  community. 

All  Americans,  as  consumers  and  citizens— laborers,  farmers,  housewives, 
manufacturers,  bankers,  merchants — have  a  fundamental  interest  in  the  produc¬ 
tion,  distribution,  and  utilization  of  the  power  resources  of  our  Nation.  Abun¬ 
dance  of  low-cost  electrical  energy,  or  its  scarcity  and  consequent  high  cost, 
affect  the  standards  of  living  of  all,  and  the  productivity  and  strength  of  our 
Nation  itself.  It  is  so  vital  to  all  our  citizens,  to  a  full-production  economy, 
and  the  national  welfare  that  the  assurance  and  provision  of  an  abundant  supply 
at  lowest  possible  cost  is  a  public  responsibility. 

Assurance  of  an  abundant  supply  requires  the  prompt  and  orderly  development 
■of  our  Nation’s  power  resources.  Assurance  that  the  American  public  will  re¬ 
ceive  the  undiminished  benefit  of  such  development  requires  a  positive  program 
of  public  generation,  transmission,  and  distribution  reaching  all  the  way  to  the 
public,  whenever  and  wherever  necessary. 

I.  MOTTO  OF  THE  NORTHWEST  PUBLIC  POWER  ASSOCIATION 

To  provide  the  best  possible  electric  service  at  the  lowest  possible  cost  con¬ 
sistent  with  sound  business  principles. 


II.  ONE-CENT  POWER  ACHIEVEMENT  AWARD 


Resolved,  That  the  membership  authorize  a  utility  award  for  those  Pacific 
Northwest  consumer-owned  utilities  whose  average  residential  rate  for  any  cal¬ 
endar  year  is  1  cent  or  less  per  killowatt-hour.  For  calendar  year  1956,  there 
were  19  qualifying  utilities : 


Vera  Irrigation  District 
Salem  Electric 
Milton-Freewater 
Northern  Wasco  Public 
Utility  District 
Tillamook  Public  Utility 
District 

Grays  Harbor  Public  Util¬ 
ity  District 


Cowlitz  Public  Utility 
District 

Grant  Public  Utility  Dis¬ 
trict 

Clatskanie  Public  Utility 
District 

Lakeview  Light  &  Power 
Co. 

Forest  Grove 


Canby 
Monmouth 
Tacoma 
McMinnville 
Drain 
Cheney 
Grand  Coulee 
Cascade  Locks 


III.  AWARD  FOR  ENGINEERING  ACHIEVEMENT 

To  encourage  the  most  efficient  operating  practices  and  excellence  of  engineer¬ 
ing  in  electric  generation,  transmission,  and  distribution,  and  in  order  to  honor 
the  foresight,  abilities,  and  contributions  to  the  ideals  of  consumer-owned  power 
systems  of  Mr.  McGuire,  we  hereby  establish  the  Milton  Hunt  McGuire  engineer¬ 
ing  achievement  award. 
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IV.  PURPOSES  OF  THE  NORTHWEST  PUBLIC  POWER  ASSOCIATION 

Consumer-owned  electric  utilities  must  stand  and  work  together  so  our  opera¬ 
tions  will  be  outstanding  and  successful. 

This  organization  shall  assist  consumer-owned  electric  systems  of  Oregon, 
Washington,  Idaho,  Montana,  and  Alaska  to  interchange  ideas  and  experience  for 
their  mutual  benefit. 

Article  II  of  the  articles  of  incorporation  reads  : 

“That  the  purposes  for  which  this  corporation  is  formed  are  as  follows : 

“( a )  To  form  a  nonstock,  nonprofit  corporation  for  the  purpose  of  rendering 
to  such  consumer  owned  and  operated  electric  light  and  power  utilities  in  the 
States  of  Idaho,  Montana,  Oregon,  and  Washington,  and  the  Territory  of  Alaska, 
as  may  subscribe,  technical,  legal,  accounting,  financial,  purchasing,  and  other 
service  and  counsel  peculiar  to  the  operation  of  electric  utilities. 

“(6)  To  advocate  and  promote  the  highest  possible  efficiency  in  organization 
and  operative  methods  of  local  consumer-owned  electric  utilities. 

“(c)  To  render  assistance  and  service  in  the  defense  of,  or  the  promotion  of, 
any  interest  common  to  its  members. 

“(d)  To  educate  its  members  and  the  public  in  the  principles  and  policies 
of  consumer  ownership  and  operation  of  electric  light  and  power  utilities,  and 
to  safeguard  the  principle  of  home  rule. 

“This  corporation  is  one  which  does  not  contemplate  pecuniary  gain  or  profit  to 
the  members  thereof.” 

V.  CONSERVATION  AND  DEVELOPMENT  OF  NATURAL  RESOURCES 

Second  only  to  the  development  and  protection  of  its  human  resources,  the 
Nation’s  foremost  task  is  the  conservation  of  its  natural  resources.  Conservation 
is  the  wise  use  of  resources  to  achieve  the  greatest  good  for  the  largest  number 
of  people  for  the  longest  time. 

All  feasible  power  resources,  hydro  or  other,  must  be  developed  as  rapidly  as 
they  can  be  soundly  undertaken. 

River  basins  should  be  developed,  not  only  for  power  production  but  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  comprehensive,  basinwide  plans  which  will  assure  optimum  soil  and 
forest  conservation,  flood  control,  reclamation  and  irrigation  of  land,  improve¬ 
ment  of  navigation,  municipal  and  industrial  water  supply,  abatement  of  pollu¬ 
tion,  protection  of  fish  and  wildlife,  expansion  of  recreational  and  cultural  facil¬ 
ities,  salinity  and  silt  control,  and  other  benefits.  Such  development  can  be  as¬ 
sured  only  under  public  control  and  with  the  widest  practical  participation  of 
local  public  agencies  and  cooperatives.  Outstanding  private  licenses  to  exploit 
the  public’s  hydroelectric  power  resources  should  be  recaptured  as  rapidly  as  pos¬ 
sible. 

The  Federal  Power  Commission  should  grant  no  license  to  construct  a  dam 
if  such  project  would  be  inconsistent  with  comprehensive  development  of  the 
river  basin. 

We  urge  a  continuing  investigation  of  hydro  sites  and  studies  of  load  growth 
to  insure  sound  planning  of  an  adequate  supply  of  power.  We  urge  the  Corps 
of  Engineers  to  review  its  308  reports  every  5  years. 

We  favor  a  positive  program  for  the  conservation  and  development  of  fisheries, 
wildlife,  and  recreational  resources  of  the  Pacific  Northwest  and  Alaska.  We 
urge  Congress  to  investigate  the  adequacy  and  appropriateness  of  the  fisheries 
research  of  the  United  States  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  as  these  relate  to  water- 
resources  development  in  the  Pacific  Northwest. 

VI.  HIGH  HELLS  CANYON  DAM  IS  EXCELLENT  PROJECT 

We  endorse  the  High  Hells  Canyon  Dam  as  essential  to  the  comprehensive 
development  of  the  middle  reaches  of  the  Snake  River  on  a  multiple-purpose  basis 
for  flood  control,  power,  navigation,  irrigation,  recreation,  and  other  purposes, 
including  river  control  and  downstream  power  benefits.  We  favor  construction 
by  either  the  Corps  of  Engineers  or  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  under  legisla¬ 
tion  patterned  after  the  Hungry  Horse  Project  Act  with  power  to  be  marketed 
under  the  Bonneville  Act.  We  endorse  S.  555. 
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VII.  FLOOD  CONTROL  AND  POWER  GO  HAND  IN  HAND 

Historically  the  maximum  summer  flood  peak  of  the  Columbia  River  is  34  times 
the  minimum  winter  flow.  On  average  73  percent  of  the  annual  runoff  occurs  in 
the  6  summer  months  but  only  27  percent  of  the  flow  occurs  in  the  6  winter 
months  when  consumers  use  the  most  electricity. 

The  Pacific  Northwest  urgently  needs  upstream  storage  projects  such  as 
Hungry  Horse  Dam  to  store  wasteful  summer  floodwaters  for  release  in  winter 
when  Columbia  River  flow  is  lowest  and  when  power  need  is  greatest.  Upstream 
storage  thus  serves  the  double  purpose  of  flood  control  and  power. 

We  urge  Congress  by  law  to  define  and  authorize  the  upstream  flood-control 
and  power  storage  objective  for  the  Columbia  River  so  as  effectively  to  cut  in  half 
the  record  1894  flood  of  1,240,000  cubic  feet  per  second  at  The  Dalles  to  about 
600,000  cubic  feet  per  second. 

We  oppose  the  diversion  of  the  Columbia  River  into  the  Fraser  River.  Instead 
we  urge  Congress  to  initiate  early  negotiations  between  Canada  and  the  United 
States  looking  toward  the  full  development  of  the  Columbia  River  as  a  unit  for 
the  highest  benefit  of  the  people  of  both  nations. 

VIII.  INCREASING  THE  POWER  SUPPLY  TO  MEET  DEMANDS 

Federal  hydroplants. — We  endorse  the  principle  of  comprehensive  develop¬ 
ment  of  water  resources  and  support  dams  which  meet  this  test.  We  oppose 
dams  which  violate  this  principle.  Under  this  principle  the  association  has  en¬ 
dorsed  for  construction  by  the  Federal  Government  39  dams  with  a  capability  of 
about  16  million  kilowatts  as  follows  : 

Under  construction : 

Ice  Harbor 
Yellowtail 
The  Dalles 
McNary 
Chief  Joseph 
Palisades 
Hills  Creek 
John  Day 
Cougar 

Fort  Peck  No.  2 
Completed : 

Hungry  Horse 
Detroit 
Big  Cliff 
Lookout  Point 
Dexter 
Chandler 
Albeni  Falls 
Canyon  Ferry 
Eklutna 

Anderson  Ranch 
Roza 

The  Middle  Snake  River  area  offers  the  greatest  promise  for  upstream  power 
and  flood-control  storage  available  in  the  United  States  portion  of  the  Columbia 
River  Basin.  There  is  a  real  need  for  an  adequate  study  of  its  ultimate  poten¬ 
tial  uses. 

To  fill  this  need  we  recommend  that  Congress  direct  the  Corps  of  Engineers  to 
conduct  an  immediate  and  thorough  investigation  and  study  of  the  middle  Snake 
River  and  tributaries  from  below  the  mouth  of  the  Clearwater  River  to  Weiser, 
Idaho,  and  to  submit  to  Congress  by  December  31,  1959,  a  report  with  recom¬ 
mendations  for  the  full,  ultimate,  comprehensive  multiple-purpose  development 
thereof  as  part  of  the  full  development  of  the  water  resources  of  the  Columbia 
River  Basin,  including  an  analysis  showing  the  relationship  to  fisheries  and  other 
conservation  values,  and  that  pending  action  by  Congress  on  this  report  that 
no  new  dams  may  be  built  and  no  new  licenses  may  be  granted  by  the  Federal 
Power  Commission  in  this  area. 

We  endorse  in  principle  the  Paradise  Dam  bill. 

Non-Federal  hydro  plants. — We  urge  Federal  support  toward  expeditious 
construction  of  non-Federal  public  dams,  including  among  others  Sultan  Dam, 
Priest  Rapids  project.  Skagit  River  projects,  and  the  Cowlitz  Dams  at  Mayfield 


Proposed  projects : 

Hells  Canyon 

Glacier  View 

Little  Goose 

Lower  Granite 

Devils  Canyon 

Bruces  Eddy 

Penny  Cliffs 

Upper  Scriver 

Lower  Monumental 

American  Falls  powerhouse 

Libby 

Paradise 

Nez  Perce 

Eagle  Rock 

Blue  Lake 

Lower  Scriver 

Green  Peter 

Burns  Creek 

Swan  Lake  (in  Alaska) 
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and  Mossyrock.  We  have  supported  two  dams  now  completed,  Box  Canyon  Dam 
and  redevelopment  of  Rock  Island  Dam. 

The  only  dams  opposed  by  the  Northwest  Public  Power  Association  are  the 
small  alternative  projects  which  would  conflict  with  and  prevent  construction  by 
the  Federal  Government  of  the  Paradise,  Nez  Perce,  and  high  Hells  Canyon 
Dams  and  result  in  gross  underdevelopment  of  the  potential  water  power  thereby 
violating  the  principle  of  comprehensive  development.  The  officers  of  the  asso¬ 
ciation  are  authorized  to  intervene  before  FCP  in  opposition  to  such  alternative 
projects. 

Federal  steam  plants.— We  recognize  the  authority  of  the  Congress  to  build 
fuel-burning  generating  plants.  Under  this  principle  we  have  endorsed  the 
Fulton  steam  plant  for  TVA.  We  also  favor  Bonneville  Power  Administration 
building  400,000  kilowatts  of  fuel-burning  electric  plants. 

Federal  atomic  generating  plants. — We  urge  the  continued  public  control  by 
the  Government  of  the  United  States  over  atomic  energy  and  we  also  urge 
Congress  to  authorize  the  construction  of  Federal  atomic  electric  generating 
plants. 

IX.  FEDERAL  LAWS  ESTABLISH  MARKETING  PRINCIPLES 

The  high  water  mark  of  Federal  hydroelectric  legislation  is  section  5  of  the 
Flood  Control  Act  of  1944  which  sets  forth  four  historic  principles : 

(a)  To  encourage  the  most  widespread  use  of  electric  energy ; 

( t) )  At  the  lowest  possible  rates  to  consumers ; 

( c)  Consistent  with  sound  business  principles ; 

id)  With  preference  to  public  bodies  and  cooperatives. 

X.  PREFERENCE  CLAUSE  FAVORS  LOCAL  CONTROL 

We  recognize  the  so-called  preference  and  priority  clause  of  the  Federal  power 
statutes  as  a  “home  rule  clause”  which  preserves  the  right  of  home  rule  for 
cooperatives  and  local  units  of  Government.  Since  the  rivers  of  the  Nation 
belong  to  the  people,  it  is  fitting  that  the  public  should  have  first  call  on  publicly 
generated  electricity.  As  the  owners  of  the  waterpower,  the  general  public  has 
the  right  to  the  undiminished  benefits  of  the  resultant  energy  at  cost  and  without 
the  imposition  of  private  utility  toll  charges  and  monopoly  control. 

XI.  SOUND  ENGINEERING  LEADS  TO  SOUND  INVESTMENT 

A  sound  Federal  power  program  requires  a  close  coordination  of  three  factors : 

(a)  Continuing  load  studies :  To  provide  careful  estimates  of  future  electrical 
loads  including  not  only  predictable  loads,  but  also  contingencies  and  operating 
reserves. 

( b )  Engineering  studies :  To  plan  the  construction  of  facilities  for  generating 
and  transmitting  power  and  delivering  it  at  each  load  center  at  the  proper 
voltage  when  needed. 

(c)  Congressional  appropriations:  To  advance  capital  investment  to  build 
facilities  to  meet  energization  dates. 

If  the  load  studies  and  the  engineering  studies  are  sound,  we  believe  that  the 
appropriations  should  follow  as  a  matter  of  course  and  as  a  matter  of  sound  busi¬ 
ness  investment. 

Greatest  economy  and  most  effective  use  of  power  supply  require  interconnec¬ 
tion  of  the  various  electric  powerplants  within  a  region  and  their  connection  with 
the  various  load  centers  of  the  region  by  means  of  high  voltage  transmission  lines. 
These  transmission  lines  are  the  essential  generator  to  market  roads  without 
which  limited  groups  can  bottle  up  a  Federal  dam  and  by  such  monopoly  render 
it  a  captive  dam  whose  power  must  be  sold  at  sacrifice  prices.  The  carrying  out 
of  the  Federal  power  statutes  and  in  particular  the  preference  or  antimonopoly 
clause  depends  primarily  upon  Federal  transmission  lines. 

XII.  FEDERAL  TRANSMISSION  LINES  TO  CARRY  OUT  THE  LAW 

We  urge  Congress  to  construct  transmission  and  substation  facilities  to  inte¬ 
grate  Federal  power  projects  to  achieve  maximum  firm  power  and  to  transmit 
such  power  to  the  load  centers  of  public  bodies  and  cooperatives  at  their  required 
voltage. 

Specifically  we  urge  the  construction  of  transmission  lines  from  Fort  Peck 
Dam  to  Yellowtail  Dam  to  Canyon  Ferry  Dam  to  Great  Falls  and  Anaconda. 
We  are  in  favor  of  a  Federal  230,000-volt  line  to  Klamath  Falls,  the  230,000-volt 
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Kitsap  cable,  a  line  from  McNary  Dam  to  the  High  Hells  Canyon  damsite  and  a 
line  through  southern  Idaho  to  interconnect  with  Anderson  Ranch  Dam,  Milner 
Dam,  Minidoka  Dam,  American  Falls  Dam,  Palisades  Dam,  and  Anaconda. 

We  oppose  the  sale  of  energy  from  Federal  projects  at  the  bus  bar.  We  oppose 
any  legislation  to  permit  marketing  of  energy  by  the  Federal  Power  Commission. 

We  favor  the  policy  of  Congress  in  limiting  the  marketing  authority  of  Federal 
agencies  to  wholesale  accounts.  Furthermore,  we  believe  that  no  Federal  mar¬ 
keting  agency  should  sell  power  to  private  industries  within  the  distribution  area 
of  any  public  body  or  cooperative  unless  expressly  requested  by  such  public  or 
cooperative  body. 

We  urge  Congress  to  enact  legislation  and  we  urge  the  Federal  administrative 
agenties  to  permit  no  power  sales  or  exchange  contract  nor  grant  any  easement, 
license  or  right-of-way  over  public  lands  to  any  electric  company  unless  said 
company  agrees  to  make  available  the  excess  capacity  of  its  transmission  system 
for  wheeling  to  preference  customers. 

XIII.  ELECTRIC  POWER  AT  COST 

We  favor  financing  of  Federal  power  facilities  on  a  self -liquidating  basis  pro¬ 
viding  for  repayment  of  power  investment  together  with  interest  over  a  50  year 
period  on  a  modified  service-life  basis. 

We  oppose  any  unjustified  increases  in  power  rates  over  those  necessary  to 
meet  actual  costs.  Many  schemes  have  been  advanced  for  artificially  increas¬ 
ing  power  rates,  including  the  criteria  and  ground  rules  used  by  various  Federal 
agencies. 

We  urge  Congress  to  establish  uniform  criteria  for  evaluating  multiple-purpose 
power  projects  based  on  actual  anticipated  service  life  of  each  category  of  invest¬ 
ment  as  set  forth  in  bulletin  F  of  the  Bureau  of  Internal  Revenue  including  150 
years  service  life  of  dams.  Specifically  we  urge  that  these  criteria  be  applied 
uniformly  for:  (a)  depreciation,  (b)  accounting,  (c)  benefit-cost  ratio,  (d) 
allocation  of  costs,  and  (e)  for  determining  and  insuring  full  river-basin  develop¬ 
ment. 

We  oppose  increasing  power  rates  by  the  levy  of  additional  taxes.  We  oppose 
any  taxes  on  interest  from  electric  revenue  bonds.  We  oppose  taxation  of  gov¬ 
ernment  at  any  level  by  government  at  any  other  level.  We  believe  an  electric 
utility  is  not  a  proper  tax-collecting  device,  particularly  for  hidden  taxes.  We 
likewise  oppose  the  imputation  of  taxes  or  the  use  of  taxes  foregone  in  evaluating 
proposed  Federal  hydroelectric  projects.  No  dam  or  utility  pays  taxes,  only  the 
consumers  pay  taxes. 

We  oppose  the  proposal  that  Federal  agencies  owning  downstream  dams  pay 
upstream  storage  charges  to  private  utilities.  We  urge  retention  of  section 
10  (f)  of  the  Federal  Power  Act  as  it  now  stands.  We  urge  FPC  to  expedite 
its  determination  of  downstream  benefits  due  in  the  Columbia  River  Basin. 

We  favor  a  rate  of  interest  at  Federal  projects  equal  to  the  average  cost  of 
money  to  the  Government.  When  national  considerations  delay  a  project,  the 
excessive  interest  during  construction  should  not  be  included  as  a  cost. 

We  urge  Congress  to  investigate  the  Nation’s  monetary  policies  and  the  causes 
of  high  interest  rates. 

The  cost  allocations  at  McNary  Dam  are  unreasonable.  Navigation  has  been 
grossly  underevaluated. 

We  endorse  the  principles  of  the  Trimble  bill  as  regards  cost  allocations  and 
other  factors  in  Federal  power  rates. 

We  favor  amending  the  Bonneville  Act  to  permit  the  Administrator  to  purchase 
power  under  contract  and  under  appropriate  standards  in  order  to  increase  firm 
power  supply  provided  that  no  steam  power  should  be  bought  unless  it  can  be 
merged  with  hydro  and  sold  without  increasing  the  average  system  power  cost 
or  can  be  sold  on  a  reimbursable  basis. 

No  power  should  be  sold  outside  the  region  without  the  right  of  first  refusal 
at  the  same  rate  within  the  region. 

We  urge  Congress  to  provide  for  reimbursement  of  consumer-owned  electric 
systems  when  they  must  move  poles  incident  to  highway  construction. 

We  favor  amendment  of  the  Federal  Administration  Procedure  Act  to  insure 
the  right  of  public  hearings  and  court  review  relative  to  cost  allocation  and 
rates. 

We  adopt  the  5-page  report  dated  April  11,  1956,  of  our  wholesale  rate  com¬ 
mittee  in  commenting  on  the  Ford,  Bacon,  and  Davis  report  on  BPA  rates. 

24349 — 58 - IX 
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XIV.  SUPPORTING  IRRIGATION 

We  endorse  a  positive  irrigation  program  in  the  Pacific  Northwest  as  required 
by  national  demand  for  agricultural  produce,  provided  that  when  any  capital 
costs  of  such  projects,  which  are  beyond  the  capacity  of  the  water  users  to  pay, 
are  to  be  subsidized  from  power,  the  following  principles  and  policies  should  be 
observed,  especially  in  any  proposed  legislation  for  a  Columbia  Basin  account : 

(a)  Irrigation  projects  shall  not  be  authorized  unless  each  project  shows  a 
clear  feasibility  when  direct  and  indirect  benefits  and  costs  are  evaluated. 

(b)  In  evaluating  benefits  Congress  shall  limit  the  inclusion  of  indirect  benefits 
up  to  the  point  of  equaling  the  direct  benefits. 

(c)  The  water  user  shall  be  required  to  reimburse  the  Government  for  the 
Federal  costs  in  a  ratio  not  less  than  the  direct  benefits  bears  to  the  total  benefits. 

(d)  The  subsidy  from  power  is  to  be  limited  to  that  portion  of  the  irrigation 
cost  which  the  indirect  benefits  bears  to  the  total  benefits. 

(e)  Any  subsidy  to  irrigation  shall  not  increase  power  rates  during  the  50- 
year  period  for  repayment  of  power  investment.  The  payment  shall  be  made 
commencing  after  the  50th  year  of  project  completion. 

( f )  No  subsidy  shall  be  assessed  against  existing  projects  except  as  already 
provided  by  law. 

(g)  No  subsidy  shall  be  allowed  for  irrigation  operation,  maintenance,  and 
administrative  costs. 

(h)  Power  used  for  irrigation  shall  be  charged  at  cost. 

( i )  When  power  users  must  subsidize  irrigation,  it  is  our  view  that  the  interest 
on  the  related  power  investment  shall  be  likewise  credited  toward  repaying  ir¬ 
rigation  investment. 

(j)  We  oppose  any  increase  in  Grand  Coulee  power  cost  for  the  purpose  of 
subsidizing  irrigation  projects  other  than  the  presently  authorized  Columbia 
Basin  project. 

XV.  REGIONAL  POWER  AGENCY  ENDORSED 

To  open  new  avenues  of  agricultural  and  industrial  opportunity  and  to  provide 
increased  employment  for  an  expanding  population  by  accelerating  the  rate  of 
power  development  we  urge  that  Congress  create  a  regional  public  organiza¬ 
tion  to  carry  forward  the  Northwest  power  program  on  a  basis  of  assuring 
(1)  an  adequate  power  supply,  (2)  at  the  lowest  possible  rates,  and  (3)  con¬ 
sistent  with  comprehensive  development  of  the  waterpower  resources  of  the 
Pacific  Northwest.  Specifically  we  endorse  the  sixth  preliminary  draft  of  the 
Bonneville  Act  amendments  bill,  which  provides,  in  addition  to  the  above,  for 
adoption  of  the  following : 

(a)  Retention  of  the  principles  of  the  Bonneville  Act. 

(b)  Adoption  of  capital  budgeting  under  the  Government  Corporation  Con¬ 
trol  Act. 

(c)  Adoption  of  actual  service  life  for  projects. 

(d)  Permit  the  Corporation  to  use  its  own  revenues. 

(e)  Impose  upon  the  Corporation  a  public  utility  responsibility  for  providing 
an  adequate  regional  power  supply. 

(/)  Establish  the  Corporation  as  the  marketing  agency  for  power  from  all 
Federal  dams  in  Montana,  Idaho,  Oregon,  and  Washington. 

(<7)  Use  interstate  compact  so  that  4  States  may  take  over  the  Corporation 
or  elect  4  of  the  5  directors. 

(h)  Corporation  succeed  to  Bonneville  Power  Administration. 

(i)  Issuance  of  revenue  bonds. 

( j )  Use  of  tentative  cost  allocations. 

( k )  Provision  for  congressional  control  over  new  projects. 

Our  interest  in  a  regional  power  agency  is  of  long  standing.  On  the  date  it 
was  founded  January  31,  1941,  the  Northwest  Public  Power  Association  adopted 
its  first  resolution  to  urge  Congress  to  form  a  “Federal  nonprofit  corporation  for 
the  wholesale  marketing  of  Columbia  River  power ;  that  the  control  of  policies 
and  management  *  *  *  be  vested  in  a  board  of  directors  (of  which)  a  ma¬ 
jority  *  *  *  shall  be  appointed  by  public  bodies  operating  power  systems  and  the 
balance  to  be  appointed  by  the  Federal  government.” 

We  endorse  the  Kerr  bill  for  TVA  self-financing. 

We  oppose  the  present  draft  of  the  proposed  interstate  compact  involving  the 
control  or  allocation  of  electric  power  in  the  Pacific  Northwest. 
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We  endorse  the  Hoover  commission  recommendation  to  transfer  navigation 
and  flood  control  functions  of  the  Corps  of  Engineers  to  the  Department  of 
interior.  We  further  urge  that  the  Department  of  the  Interior  be  reorganized 
as  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources. 

XVI.  RURAL  ELECTRIFICATION  SUPPORTED 

We  urge  Congress  to  make  available  adequate  appropriations  for  use  as  capital 
loan  funds  to  REA  borrowers  including  loans  for  generation  and  transmission 
cooperatives,  and  adequate  funds  for  administration  and  for  research  in  power 
use. 

We  urge  amendment  of  REA  Act  to  permit  a  50-year  repayment  period  when 
funds  are  used  for  longer  life  projects. 

We  urge  Congress  to  enact  legislation  to  restore  REA  to  the  status  of  an 
independent  agency. 

We  oppose  the  Hoover  Commission  recommendation  to  abolish  the  Rural  Elec¬ 
trification  Administration  and  transfer  its  functions  to  a  Government  corpora¬ 
tion  which  would  borrow  its  funds  by  the  sale  of  long  term  bonds.  We  oppose 
any  attempt  to  increase  the  REA  interest  rate  above  the  present  2  percent  level. 

We  commend  that  rural  electric  cooperatives  and  utility  districts  of  the 
Pacific  Northwest  for  doing  a  fine  job  of  rural  electrification  serving  the  people 
whom  the  private  utilities  refused  to  serve.  For  these  same  private  monopoly 
corporations  now  to  turn  upon  these  cooperatives  and  utility  districts  and 
pirate  their  better  consumers  is  outrageous. 

We  endorse  the  right  of  our  cooperatives  and  districts  in  serving  any  and  all 
electric  consumers  or  potential  consumers  in  their  chosen  service  area.  We 
deplore  the  delivery  of  any  Federal  power  to  any  private  utility  for  the  purpose 
of  pirating  consumers  from  a  consumer  owned  electric  distribution  system. 

XVII.  REGULATION  OF  PRIVATE  UTILITIES  IS  TOO  LAX 

We  recognize  that  private  electric  companies  in  performing  public  utility 
functions  are  operating  as  monopolies  under  special  privilegs  granted  by  the 
various  units  of  government.  They  are  given  governmental  power  to  condemn 
private  property,  they  are  granted  franchises  and  certificates  of  convenience 
and  necessity  and  are  given  the  use  of  highway  right-of-way. 

We  recommend  that  the  Congress  order  a  searching  investigation  of  the  elec¬ 
tric  utility  industry  in  the  following  respects  : 

(a)  To  determine  the  effectiveness  of  government  regulation. 

(b)  To  determine  the  extent  of  propaganda,  political  and  lobbying  activity  of 
the  private  electric  companies. 

(c)  To  determine  the  efforts  being  made  by  the  companies  to  thwart  and  dis¬ 
credit  consumer  owned  electric  systems. 

(d)  To  determine  the  extent  to  which  the  Public  Utility  Holding  Company 
Act  has  been  carried  out  by  SEC. 

(e)  To  determine  the  extent  to  which  the  industry  is  meeting  its  public  utility 
responsibility. 

There  must  be  immediately  established  at  every  level  of  private  utility  opera¬ 
tion  a  thorough  and  continuing  investigation  of  all  expenditures  of  moneys  by 
power  monopolists  for  propaganda,  lobbying,  political  activity  or  corruption  of 
public  servants  or  institutions.  Regulatory  bodies,  law  enforcement  agencies, 
legislatures  and  the  Congress  itself  must  discharge  their  duty  to  the  American 
people  to  expose,  punish  and  publicize  unethical,  immoral,  or  illegal  practices 
on  a  vigorous  and  continuing  basis.  There  must  be  immediate  and  continuous 
action  to  assure  that  benefits  of  tax  concessions,  accelerated  amortization  subsi¬ 
dies  and  similar  windfalls  to  private  companies  reach  consumers  and  that 
inflated  valuations,  watering  and  inefficiency  are  not  charged  in  expense. 

We  oppose  the  merger  of  private  utility  corporations  in  the  Pacific  Northwest 
as  being  contrary  to  the  public  interest  and  as  encouraging  monopoly.  We  op¬ 
pose  any  amendment  of  the  Public  Utility  Holding  Company  Act  of  1935  so  as 
to  exempt  from  regulation  such  proposed  super-generating  corporations  as  the 
Pacific  Northwest  Power  Co. 

We  urge  Congress  to  direct  the  Federal  Power  Commission  to  require  account¬ 
ing  adjustments  removing  from  the  utility  rate  base  all  net  plant  investment 
wdiich  has  been  written  off  under  accelerated  amortization  and  liberalized  de¬ 
preciation.  We  also  urge  Congress  to  investigate  SEC,  FPC,  and  the  Bureau  of 
Internal  Revenue  in  regard  to  lax  accounting  and  tax  administration  involving 
private  utilities. 
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We  urge  the  improvement  of  corrupt  practices  laws  so  as  to  prohibit  the  use 
of  rate-payer  funds  for  lobbying,  propaganda,  political  activity  and  to  influence 
elections  on  the  part  of  private  electric  corporations. 

XVIII.  DAMS  NEEDED  FOE  NATIONAL  DEFENSE 

We  consider  an  adequate  supply  of  electric  power  as  a  critical  element  in  the 
national  defense.  The  present  nationwide  power  shortage  is  indication  of  mili¬ 
tary  weakness  and  unpreparedness.  In  the  recent  war,  the  strength  of  our 
enemies  and  of  our  allies  was  largely  in  proportion  to  their  supply  of  electric 
energy. 

We  note  that  our  War  Production  Board  translated  large  military  orders  into 
electric  power  demand  and  then  ordered  the  building  of  defense  plants  in  areas 
where  electric  energy  either  was  available  or  could  be  made  available.  The 
Board  regarded  power  supply  as  more  important  than  any  other  production 
factor  except  manpower.  Under  the  War  Production  Board  we  installed  the 
remaining  Bonneville  Dam  generators  and  diverted  two  Shasta  Dam  generators 
to  Grand  Coulee.  This  was  done  for  increased  war  production.  We  believe  this 
nation,  strictly  from  concern  for  national  defense,  should  always  have  a  reserve 
of  at  least  15  percent  above  peak  loads.  We  deplore  the  lack  of  a  national  mili¬ 
tary  policy  providing  for  adequate  power  supply. 

To  correct  this  deficiency  we  urge  that  Congress  by  law  require  the  Secretary 
of  the  Defense,  through  the  National  Security  Resources  Board  and  in  coopera¬ 
tion  with  other  agencies,  to  conduct  continuing  surveys  of  our  energy  require¬ 
ments  for  war  production  and  to  make  annual  reports  to  the  President  and 
Congress  with  recommendations  for  meeting  such  electrical  requirements. 

XIV.  POWEE  BUSINESS  IS  PUBLIC  BUSINESS 

The  furnishing  of  electric  energy  is  the  second  most  important  public  utility 
function  of  government,  second  only  to  the  furnishing  of  safe  domestic  water 
supply. 

Consumer  owned  power  systems  have  had  a  profound  effect  upon  this  industry, 
acting  as  a  bridge  between  the  people  and  their  power  resources.  These  systems 
have  served  as  a  yardstick  of  performance  in  low  rates,  good  service,  rural  elec¬ 
trification,  responsiveness  to  the  public  will  and  as  advocates  of  sound  conserva¬ 
tion  of  natural  resources. 

Consumers  from  all  walks  of  life  have  a  vast  stake  in  an  abundance  of  low  cost 
electricity. 

Suggestions  for  the  improvement  of  this  consumer  policy  statement  should  be 
sent  to  the  Northwest  Public  Power  Association,  Vancouver,  Wash. 


Statement  Conceening  S.  3185  Submitted  by  Alex  Radin,  General 
Manager,  American  Public  Power  Association 

My  name  is  Alex  Radin.  I  am  general  manager  of  the  American  Public  Power 
Association,  a  national  trade  organization  headquartered  at  1025  Connecticut 
Avenue  NW.,  in  Washington.  This  association  represents  more  than  800  local 
publicly  owned  electric  utilities,  principally  municipal  electric  systems,  in  40 
States,  Alaska  and  Puerto  Rico. 

A  number  of  the  member  systems  of  the  American  Public  Power  Association 
have  a  direct  interest  in  the  licensing  authority  of  the  Federal  Power  Commission, 
since  they  now  hold  FPC  licenses  for  river  development  projects  or  may  in  the 
future  request  such  licenses. 

The  American  Public  Power  Association  is  opposing  S.  3185  in  response  to 
reports  we  have  received  from  some  of  our  member  systems,  especially  those  in 
the  Pacific  Northwest,  expressing  serious  objections  to  this  bill. 

In  our  opinion,  S.  3185  would  establish  an  unwise  precedent  in  giving  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior  a  veto  power  over  Federal  Power  Commission  licensing 
of  river  development  projects. 

Section  10  (a)  of  the  Federal  Power  Act  says  that  FPC-approved  projects  must 
he  “best  adapted  to  a  comprehensive  plan  for  improving  or  developing  a  water¬ 
way  or  waterways  for  the  use  or  benefit  of  interstate  or  foreign  commerce,  for 
the  improvement  and  utilization  of  waterpower  development,  and  for  other  bene¬ 
ficial  public  uses,  including  recreational  purposes.” 
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Obviously  in  reaching  a  decision  concerning  the  project  “best  adapted  to  a 
comprehensive  plan,”  the  Federal  Power  Commission  must  carefully  consider 
many  factors.  It  must  weigh  the  advantages  and  disadvantages  of  proposals  as 
they  relate  to  navigation,  flood  control,  electric  power  production,  fish  and  wild¬ 
life  conservation,  recreation,  pollution  abatement,  silt  control,  water  supply  and 
other  factors. 

To  single  out  any  one  factor  and  give  it  an  overriding  priority  would  seem  to 
be  in  conflict  with  the  fundamental  concept  of  developing  water  resources  on  a 
multipe-purpose  basis,  in  which  all  elements  must  be  brought  into  proper  focus 
in  terms  of  maximum  combined  benefits.  It  appears  that  the  provisions  of 
S.  3185  would  give  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  a  veto  power  over  FPC  licensing 
authority  which  would  be  unprecedented  in  its  scope. 

In  the  Pacific  Northwest,  there  is  certainly  need  for  more  research  and  ex¬ 
perimentation  in  solving  the  problem  of  passing  anadromous  fish  upstream  and 
downstream,  with  particular  emphasis  on  the  downstream  passage.  Encouraging 
progress  has  been  made,  as  the  Federal  Power  Commission  pointed  out  in  its 
Opinion  No.  307  on  the  Pacific  Northwest  Power  Co.’s  application  for  FPC 
licenses  to  develop  the  Mountain  Sheep  and  Pleasant  Valley  project  on  the  Snake 
River.  The  Commission  cited  “studies  and  research  carried  out  under  Federal 
Power  Commission  licenses”  in  connection  with  the  Mayfield  project  on  the 
Cowlitz  River,  the  Pelton  project  on  the  Deschutes  River,  the  Baker  project  on 
the  Baker  River,  and  the  Brownlee  development  on  the  Snake  River. 

We  urge  that  these  and  other  studies  be  continued  and  expanded  so  that 
there  is  more  information  available  on  the  extent  of  the  fish  problem,  and  on 
methods  to  meet  the  problem.  We  have  long  taken  the  position  that  the  fish 
problem  does  not  pose  the  alternative  of  fish  or  power.  Rather,  we  have  felt 
that  through  proper  research  the  benefits  of  fish  and  power  can  be  obtained. 

Our  opposition  to  S.  3185  therefore  is  not  based  on  a  desire  to  minimize  the 
importance  of  wise  conservation  of  migratory  fish  and  game.  Certainly  every 
American  should  recognize  the  economic  and  recreational  values  of  such  con¬ 
servation,  and  we  have  consistently  advocated  maximum,  comprehensive  multi¬ 
purpose  development  of  our  Nation’s  river  basins.  However,  we  do  oppose 
S.  3185  on  the  grounds  that  no  one  factor  involved  in  FPC  decisions  on  licensing 
river  development  projects  should  be  given  a  priority,  through  legislation,  over 
other  factors. 

The  Chairman.  I  will  put  in  the  record  a  statement  of  Milo  Moore, 
director  of  fisheries  of  the  State  of  Washington;  a  communication 
from  Mr.  Ken  Billington,  executive  secretary,  Washington  Public 
Utility  Districts’  Association,  Seattle,  Wash. 

Mr.  Frank  Cullen,  president,  Idaho,  Oregon,  Washington,  and 
Montana  Wildlife  Federation,  Coeur  d’Alene,  Idaho ; 

Mr.  Howard  E.  Nelson,  secretary,  Vancouver  chapter,  Washing¬ 
ton  Wildlife  League,  Vancouver,  Wash.  ; 

Mr.  Petter  Nuzzolese,  secretary,  Orange  County  Federation  of 
Sportsmen’s  Clubs,  Goshen,  N.  Y. ; 

Mr.  James  II.  Cellars,  executive  secretary,  Columbia  River  Salmon 
&  Tuna  Packers  Association,  Astoria,  Oreg. ; 

Mr.  Bob  Webster,  chairman,  fifth  district,  Idaho  Wildlife  Fed¬ 
eration,  Rexburg,  Idaho : 

Mr.  William  Westerhold,  executive  secretary,  Columbia  River  Fish¬ 
ermen’s  Protective  Union,  Astoria,  Oreg.; 

Mr.  C.  R.  Gutermuth,  secretary,  North  American  Wildlife  Foun¬ 
dation,  Washington,  D.  C. ; 

Mr.  J.  W.  Penford,  conservation  director,  the  Izaak  Walton  League 
of  America,  Inc.,  Washington,  D.  C. 
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(The  documents  referred  to  follow :) 


State  of  Washington, 
Depabtment  of  Fisheries, 

March  3, 1958. 


Hon.  Warren  G.  Magnuson, 

Chairman,  Senate  Subcommittee  on  Merchant  Marine  and  Fisheries, 
Senate  of  the  United  States,  Washington,  D.  C. 


Dear  Senator  Magnuson  :  Letters  from  the  Western  Association  of  State 
Game  &  Fish  Commissions  and  the  Pacific  Marine  Fisheries  Commission  note 
that  the  Subcommittee  on  Merchant  Marine  and  Fisheries  will  hold  hearings 
on  March  6  and  7,  1958,  on  S.  3185,  to  promote  the  conservation  of  migratory  fish 
and  game  by  requiring  certain  approval  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  of 
licenses  issued  under  the  Federal  Power  Act. 

The  Department  of  Fisheries  of  the  State  of  Washington,  in  company  with 
the  other  fish  and  game  agencies  of  the  coastal  States,  endorses  the  passage  of 
this  measure. 

S.  3185  would  have  a  major  influence  on  the  conservation  of  salmon  runs 
in  the  rivers  of  the  west  coast. 

Issuance  of  license  for  hydroelectric  projects  by  the  Federal  Power  Com¬ 
mission  over  the  protests  of  the  States,  and  in  many  instances  regardless  of 
the  overwhelming  evidence  of  damage  to  the  fisheries  recognized  by  the  re¬ 
ports  of  Federal  Power  Commission  examiners,  has  posed  serious  threats  to 
various  important  salmon  runs,  and  proposed  future  developments  present  even 
more  serious  threats. 

The  States  are  therefore  confronted  with  an  intolerable  situation  in  that 
their  conservation  agencies  have  a  statutory  responsibility  to  maintain  and 
conserve  migratory  fish,  while  a  Federal  agency,  the  Federal  Power  Commis¬ 
sion  has  exercised  final  and  overriding  authority  in  approval  of  projects  which 
may  seriously  damage  the  fishing  industry  of  the  States. 

The  Department  of  Fisheries  of  the  State  of  Washington  is  of  the  opinion 
that  S.  3185,  if  enacted,  would  be  a  major  advance  in  assuring  the  perpetua¬ 
tion  of  the  value  of  the  anadromous  fish  runs  which  the  State  is  charged  with 
protecting. 

However,  if  the  act  is  to  yield  its  full  benefit,  there  should  be  explicit  pro¬ 
visions  for  the  States  to  participate  in  the  review  of  projects,  together  with  the 
Fish  and  Wildlife  Service. 

The  following  amendment  would  make  such  participation  a  part  of  estab¬ 
lished  procedure  and  would  assist  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  in  reaching 
a  decision  based  on  full  and  complete  information. 

Suggested  amendment :  Line  9 :  “and  with  the  fish  and  wildlife  conservation 
agencies  of  the  States  affected”. 

Very  truly  yours, 


Milo  Moore,  Director. 


The  Izaak  Walton  League  of  America, Tnc., 

Washington,  D.  C.,  March  6, 1958. 

Hon.  Warren  G.  Magnuson, 

Chairman,  Subcommittee  on  Merchant  Marine  and  Fisheries,  Committee 
on  Interstate  and  Foreign  Commerce,  United  States  Senate,  Washington, 
D.C. 

Dear  Senator  Magnuson  :  This  bill  in  basic  purpose  and  objective  would 
carry  the  principle  of  the  Coordination  Act  further  by  requiring  the  Federal 
Power  Commission  to  secure  the  approval  of  the  Secretary  of  Interior,  before 
issuing  a  license  for  a  project  proposal  that  would  affect  migratory  fish  and 
wildlife. 

It  seems  evident  that  this  legislation  was  conceived  in  the  aftermath  of  the 
FPC  decision  on  proposals  to  construct  dams  at  the  Pleasant  Valley  and  Moun¬ 
tain  Sheep  sites  on  the  middle  reach  of  the  Snake  River,  which  decision  shocked 
to  the  marrow  the  conservationists  and  sportsmen  of  the  Nation,  and  of  the 
Northwest  particularly. 

In  turning  down  the  application  for  license  to  construct  these  projects,  the 
FPC  invited  power  interests  to  build  a  high  dam  at  the  Nez  Perce  site. 

It  should  be  pointed  out,  in  explanation,  that  the  major  portion  of  the  250,000 
anadromous  fish  reaching  the  Snake  River,  spawn  in  tributaries  above  the  Nez 
Perce  site,  principally  the  Salmon  and  Imnaha.  Sportsmen  are  no  longer  much 
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concerned  about  dams,  such  as  Pleasant  Valley  and  Mountain  Sheep,  con¬ 
structed  above  the  mouth  of  the  Imnaha.  Main  stem  of  the  Snake  above  this 
point  is  already  blocked  by  Brownlee  Dam,  now  nearing  completion.  In  other 
words,  above  the  mouth  of  the  Imnaha,  the  decision  has  already  been  made,  for 
better  or  worse,  Brownlee  is  there. 

Nez  Perce,  however,  which  FPC  wishes  constructed,  is  located  below  the  mouth 
of  the  Imnaha  and  below  the  mouth  of  the  fabled  Salmon  River.  It  would  block 
completely  the  last  major  anadromous  fish  run  in  the  Columbia  Basin.  FPC 
writes  off  this  immeasurably  important  resource  value  by  glibly  stating  that 
the  problem  of  getting  fish  over  high  dams  on  their  upstream  and  down¬ 
stream  migrations  will  shortly  be  solved.  There  is  no  basis  whatsoever  for  any 
such  optimistic  assertion.  Fish  migration  over  100-foot  dams  has  not  been  solved. 
Trapping  adult  fish  and  trucking  them  up  and  above  is  being  attempted  at  277- 
foot  Brownlee  and  150-foot  Pelton.  But  getting  the  fingerlings  back  down  is 
something  else.  They  cannot  survive  the  high  drop  through  turbine?  and  methods 
of  skimming  them  out  of  the  water,  especially  behind  a  dam  with  water  fluctua¬ 
tion  of  100  feet  or  more  is  a  problem  that  will  likely  take  years  of  trial  and 
error  to  solve,  if  it  can  be  solved  at  all. 

Yet  FPC  states  this  is  no  problem.  Let  us  build  a  595-foot  dam  at  Nez  Perce, 
they  say.  It  would,  of  course,  with  present  knowledge,  solve  the  anadromous  fish 
problem  in  the  middle  and  upper  Snake  as  Grand  Coulee  solved  it  on  the  main 
stem — by  eliminating  the  fish. 

Conservationists  and  sportsmen  are  solidly  opposed  to  Nez  Perce  Dam  and  high 
dams  on  the  Clearwater  and  the  Salmon.  This  opposition  will  continue,  and 
properly,  until  such  time  as  research  and  practical  experimentation  have  proved 
beyond  a  doubt  that  the  anadromous  fish  upstream  and  downstream  runs  can 
be  adequately  maintained  over  a  high  dam  and  a  series  of  high  dams. 

We  believe  the  Congress  should  take  positive  steps  to  assure  that  the  Imnaha, 
Grande  Ronde,  Salmon,  and  Clearwater,  and  the  Snake  River  from  a  point  above 
the  mouth  of  the  Imnaha  to  its  mouth,  be  protected  from  further  dams  until  the 
assurances  called  for  in  the  previous  paragraph  have  been  accomplished. 

Along  with  this  action,  we  believe  Congress  should  authorize  a  crash  program 
of  basic  and  applied  anadromous  fish  research  in  cooperation  with  the  ap¬ 
propriate  agencies  of  the  States  directly  concerned  with  the  Columbia  Basin. 

With  such  a  positive  program  implemented,  there  would  be  a  real  chance  to 
preserve  the  anadromous  fish  of  the  Columbia  and  at  the  same  time  develop 
the  necessary  power  and  flood  protection. 

Respectfully, 

J.  W.  Penfold, 
Conservation  Director. 


National  Wildlife  Federation, 
Washington,  D.  C.,  March  18,  1958. 

Hon.  Warren  G.  Magnuson, 

Chairman,  Subcommittee  on  Merchant  Marine  and  Fisheries,  Committee 
on  Interstate  and  Foreign  Commerce,  United  States  Capitol,  Wash¬ 
ington,  D.  C. 

Dear  Senator  Magnuson  :  In  behalf  of  the  National  Wildlife  Federation,  I 
wish  to  thank  you  and  the  committee  for  scheduling  hearings  on  the  duck  stamp 
amendments,  your  bill  to  authorize  research  on  chemical  pesticides,  Senator 
Neuberger’s  S.  3185,  and  other  wildlife  matters,  which  hearings  were  held 
March  6  and  7.  As  time  ran  out  before  we  had  an  opportunity  to  testify  on 
all  of  these  important  measures,  I  should  like  that  this  letter  appear  in  the 
record  as  a  means  of  showing  our  endorsement  of  the  principles  and  objectives 
of  S.  3185.  The  National  Wildlife  Federation  believes  this  is  important  legisla¬ 
tion  that  would  protect  a  significant  sphere  of  public  interest  and  we  respect¬ 
fully  request  that  it  be  reported  favorably. 

If  it  is  deemed  necessary  to  change  the  specific  language  of  S.  3185,  we  should 
like  to  endorse  the  alternate  language  suggested  by  witnesses  for  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  the  Interior.  Such  language,  as  I  understand  it,  would  not  grant  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior  an  outright  veto  on  the  basis  of  fish  and  wildlife  effects 
but  would  nevertheless  assure  that  wildlife  conservation  would  be  given  due  and 
timely  consideration  by  the  Federal  Power  Commission  before  any  license  is 
granted  for  hydroelectric  development. 
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It  is  my  honor  also  to  serve  as  chairman  of  the  legislative  committee  of  the 
International  Association  of  Game,  Fish  and  Conservation  Commissioners.  At 
an  executive  committee  meeting,  held  in  St.  Louis,  Mo.,  March  4,  1958,  the  inter¬ 
national  association  went  on  record  also  as  endorsing  the  objectives  of  S.  3185. 

Thank  you  for  considering  our  views  and  our  requests  that  this  letter  be 
made  a  part  of  the  record. 

Sincerely  yours, 


Charles  H.  Callison, 

Conservation  Director. 


The  Wilderness  Society, 
Washington,  D.  C.,  April  1,  1958. 

Hon.  Warren  G.  Magntjson, 

Chairman,  Subcommittee  on  Merchant  Marine  and  Fisheries,  Senate  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Interstate  and  Foreign  Commerce,  Senate  Office  Building, 
Washington,  D.  C. 


Dear  Senator  Magntjson  :  I  am  sorry  that,  because  of  Asian  flu,  I  was  unable 
to  appear  before  your  committee  to  present  a  statement  in  support  of  Senator 
Neuberger’s  S.  3185,  a  bill  to  promote  the  conservation  of  migratory  fish  and  game 
by  requiring  certain  approval  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  of  licenses  issued 
under  the  Federal  Power  Act. 

The  Wilderness  Society,  a  national  nonprofit  citizen’s  conservation  organiza¬ 
tion  of  more  than  11,000  members  in  the  United  States,  the  Territories  of  Alaska 
and  Hawaii,  and  other  countries,  endorses  this  bill. 

We  observe  that  testimony  before  your  committee  showed  that  there  is  ade¬ 
quate  precedent  for  amending  the  Federal  Power  Act  in  order  to  protect  valuable 
resources.  The  testimony  further  shows,  through  examples  citing  the  problems 
of  husbanding  the  diminishing  spawning  areas  of  anadromous  fishes  in  the 
Columbia  River  system,  and  the  difficulty  of  assuring  safe  fish  passage  over  high 
dams,  both  on  upstream  and  downstream  migrations,  the  necessity  for  authorita¬ 
tive  judgments  on  the  effects  of  structures  to  be  licensed  by  the  Federal  Power 
Commission.  The  Commission  is  quoted  as  saying  that  “fishery  experts  have 
made  great  strides”  in  enabling  migratory  fish  to  pass  high  dams,  but  this  state¬ 
ment  is  disputed,  and  it  is  known  that  fishery  biologists  are  still  exploring  means 
to  assure  safe  passage  of  anadromous  fish. 

The  value  of  the  fishery  resource  as  a  storehouse  for  the  pantry  of  the  Nation, 
as  well  as  for  its  invaluable  beneficial  recreational  aspects,  needs  to  be  strongly 
considered  when  studying  plans  for  proposed  impoundments  and  their  structures. 
These  considerations  have  not  always  been  given  sufficient  recognition  by  the 
Federal  Power  Commission. 

We  believe  that  Senator  Neuberger’s  statement  before  your  committee  described 
the  issue  with  clarity  when  he  said,  “*  *  *  potential  dam  development  brings  us 
face  to  face  with  the  question  of  power  production  versus  migratory  fish  survival.” 

We  are  glad,  along  with  our  cooperating  conservation  organizations,  to  endorse 
this  legislation.  We  would  be  pleased  to  have  this  communication  made  a  part 
of  the  official  record  of  the  hearings. 

Sincerely, 


Howard  Zahniser, 
Executive  Secretary  and  Editor. 


National  Parks  Association, 
Washington,  D.  C.,  March  7, 1958. 

Statement  of  the  National  Parks  Association  on  S.  3185 

The  National  Parks  Association  wishes  to  register  its  support  of  S.  3185,  Sena¬ 
tor  Neuberger’s  bill,  which  would  amend  the  Federal  Power  Act  to  provide  “that 
no  license  shall  be  issued  until  the  plans  for  the  project  have  been  approved  by 
the  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  after  consultation  with  the  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Service  of  the  Department  of  the  Interior,  as  not  being  detrimental  to  the  con¬ 
servation  of  migrating  fish  and  game.” 

The  effect  of  this  amendment  is  to  give  the  Department  of  the  Interior  oppor¬ 
tunity  to  review  water  development  projects  proposed  for  Federal  Power  Com¬ 
mission  licensing  on  exactly  the  same  basis  that  the  same  act  now  requires 
approval  to  be  secured  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  and  the  Secretary  of  the  Army 
with  regard  to  potential  effects  on  navigation.  There  is  a  large  volume  of 
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evidence,  which  we  need  not  repeat  here,  of  the  actual  damage  done  to  our  fish 
and  wildlife  resources  by  some  dams  built  in  the  past.  The  potential  damage 
to  these  resources  by  such  proposed  structures  as  the  Nez  Perce  Dam,  the  Bruce’s 
Eddy  Dam,  and  others  is  great.  It  is  entirely  proper  that  the  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Service  not  only  be  given  opportunity  to  determine  the  facts  about  the  impact 
of  such  projects  on  our  wildlife  resources,  but  also  that  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior  possess  the  authority  to  prevent  serious  detriment  to  these  resources 
when  occasion  warrants. 

It  is  to  be  noted  a  similar  question  arose  nearly  30  years  ago  with  regard  to 
the  effect  of  such  projects  on  our  national  parks  and  monuments.  So  important 
were  these  resources  held  to  be  that  issuance  of  FPC  licenses  in  those  areas  was 
prohibited  ;  and  the  Federal  Power  Act  would  not  have  been  signed  by  the  Presi¬ 
dent  had  this  restrictive  amendment  not  been  promised  by  the  Congress.  But 
for  this  provision,  it  is  certain  a  number  of  our  most  priceless  national  parks  and 
monuments  would  have  been  impaired  by  major  construction  projects  in  them. 

It  is  not  necessary  nor  feasible  to  advocate  so  adamant  a  prohibition  against 
power  projects  as  they  relate  to  wildlife.  There  is  urgent  need,  however,  to 
provide  means  whereby  the  views  of  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  can  be  ob¬ 
tained  and  given  force  when  license  applications  are  being  considered  by  the 
FPC.  When  a  project  is  contemplated  which  would  affect  several  resources,  the 
relative  values  must  be  balanced  against  each  other,  and  the  highest  and 
greatest  benefits  to  the  nation  as  a  whole  must  be  considered  paramount. 

Feed  M.  Packard, 
Executive  Seci’etary. 


Seattle  Wash.,  February  20,  1958. 

Hon.  Warren  G.  Magnuson, 

United  States  Senate,  Washington,  D.  G. 

The  State  of  Washington,  Department  of  Fisheries,  endorses  and  urges  passage 
of  Senator  Neuberger’s  bill,  S.  3185,  to  amend  subsection  ( e ) ,  section  4,  Federal 
Power  Act,  in  the  interest  of  conservation  of  migratory  fish  and  game. 

Milo  Moore, 
Director  of  Fisheries. 


Washington  Public  Utility  Districts’  Association, 

Seattle,  Wash.,  February  27, 1958. 
Subject :  Hearings  on  S.  3185,  March  6-7, 1958. 

Senator  Warren  G.  Magnuson, 

Chairman,  Senate  Committee  on  Interstate  and  Foreign  Commerce,  Senate 
Office  Building,  Washington,  D.  C. 

Dear  Senator  Magnuson  :  We  would  appreciate  committee  approval  for  inclu¬ 
sion  in  the  record  of  the  hearings  on  S.  3185  the  enclosed  statement  on  behalf  of 
the  Washington  Public  Utility  Districts’  Association. 

It  will  be  impossible  for  any  representative  of  our  group  to  be  in  Washington, 
D.  C.,  at  the  time  of  the  hearings,  but  we  wish  consideration  of  our  views  in 
opposition  to  S.  3185. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Ken  Billington, 
Executive  Secretary. 

Statement  by  the  Washington  Public  Utility  Districts’  Association  Rela¬ 
tive  to  S.  3185 

The  Washington  Public  Utility  Districts’  Association  is  comprised  of  member¬ 
ship  from  24  public  utility  districts  operating  electric  and  water  utilities  through¬ 
out  the  State  of  Washington  serving  in  excess  of  240,000  customer-owners.  We 
are  actively  interested  in  the  proper  and  orderly  development  of  the  water  re¬ 
sources  in  the  Pacific  Northwest  under  the  Federal  Power  Act.  We  have  studied 
S.  3185,  titled  “A  bill  to  promote  the  conservation  of  migratory  fish  and  game  by 
requiring  certain  approval  by  Secretary  of  Interior  of  licenses  issued  under  the 
Federal  Power  Act.”  By  action  of  our  board  taken  in  its  meeting  of  February 
21,  1958,  we  are  opposed  to  S.  3185  as  presently  worded.  This  legislation,  if 
passed  by  Congress,  would  grant  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  an  absolute  veto 
power  over  the  licensing  powers  of  the  Federal  Power  Commission.  We  feel 
this  would  be  a  delegation  of  authority  now  held  by  the  legislative  branch  of 
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the  Government  to  the  administrative  branch  of  government  and  is  not  in  keeping 
with  a  proper  concept  in  democratic  government. 

It  would  appear  that  the  wording  would  even  make  such  a  veto  practically  man¬ 
datory  because  it  places  such  a  high  standard  for  the  evaluation  of  the  effects 
a  proposed  project  may  have  upon  migratory  fish  and  wildlife  that  virtually  no 
project  could  qualify  for  the  approval  of  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  of  the 
Department  of  the  Interior. 

The  amendment  states  that  plans  for  any  project  must  be  approved  by  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  the  Interior  as  not  being  detrimental  to  the  conservation  of  migratory 
fish  and  game.  The  building  of  any  type  of  structure  in  a  wilderness  area  or  in 
any  streambed  is  bound  to  have  an  effect  on  the  migratory  fish  and  game.  The 
mere  presence  of  civilization  could  be  stated  as  being  detrimental  to  the  conserva¬ 
tion  of  such  migratory  fish  and  game.  Even  with  the  most  perfect  of  fish  passage 
facilities  and  replacement  hatcheries,  it  would  be  impossible  to  unequivocally 
state  that  a  structure  was  not  detrimental  to  the  conservation  of  migratory  fish 
and  game. 

We  believe  it  would  be  better  to  take  an  affirmative  approach  rather  than  the 
negative  approach  which  S.  3185  takes  to  the  problems  which  are  involved  when 
power  dams  are  built  on  rivers.  We  would  call  to  the  committee’s  attention  S. 
2847,  a  bill  introduced  in  the  first  session  of  this  Congress  which  redefines  and 
reemphasizes  the  term  “comprehensive”  as  used  in  the  Federal  Power  Act.  Em¬ 
phasis  is  placed  on  the  affirmative  interpretation  that  any  project  granted  a 
license  must  be  best  adapted  to  improving  or  developing  the  water  resources  of 
a  river  basin  in  order  to  obtain  by  integrated  operation  the  maximum  amount  of 
net  public  benefits.  Included  in  the  net  public  benefits  would  naturally  be  the 
items  of  commercial  and  sport  fisheries,  wildlife  and  recreation  benefits,  as  well 
as  other  water  resource  benefits.  It  is  our  view  that  with  favorable  action  on 
S.  2847  by  the  Congress  there  would  be  no  need  for  the  restrictive  legislation  pro¬ 
posed  in  S.  3185. 

After  passage  of  S.  2847,  legislation  requiring  that  plans  for  any  project  must 
be  approved  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  prior  to  licensing  might  be  in  order 
on  a  basis  similar  to  the  rights  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Army.  But  if  this  was  to 
be  done  we  would  recommend  the  deletion  of  the  last  26  words  of  S.  3185  beginning 
with  the  words  “after  consultation  with”  in  line  8  of  the  printed  bill  because 
there  are  other  interests  besides  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  of  the  Department 
of  the  Interior  which  come  under  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  and  which  might 
have  a  valid  right  for  consideration  in  any  project  plans. 

We  would  recommend  rejection  of  S.  3185  by  the  committee  through  support  for 
S.  2847. 


Coeur  d’Alene,  Idaho,  January  SO,  1958. 

Hon.  Richard  Neuberger, 

Senate  Office  Building,  Washington,  D.  0. 

Dear  Senator  Neuberger:  It  was  indeed  a  pleasure  for  me  to  read  in  our 
local  press  your  action  taken  in  presenting  a  bill  (S.  3185)  for  the  United 
States  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  to  approve  fish  passing  facilities  before  the 
Federal  Power  Commission  could  issue  a  building  permit  to  any  agency  inter¬ 
ested  in  dam  construction  on  our  waterways. 

For  your  information,  and  I  hope  your  approval,  I  am  forwarding  to  you  a 
resolution  recently  presented,  endorsed,  and  passed  without  a  dissenting  vote 
at  the  annual  meeting  of  the  Montana,  Idaho,  and  Washington  Wildlife  Federa¬ 
tion.  On  December  11,  1957,  the  Washington  State  Sports  Council  approved 
this  resolution.  I  took  the  identical  measure  to  Kalispell  where  it  was  ap¬ 
proved  on  January  12,  1958,  also  to  Boise  on  January  19,  where  it  was  approved 
by  the  Idaho  federation.  However,  Oregon  and  Wyoming,  to  my  knowledge, 
have  not  acted  as  yet,  but  I  do  believe  you  will  be  hearing  from  them  soon. 

Thanking  you  for  your  interest  in  our  conservation  problems,  I  remain, 
Sincerely, 


Frank  Cullen, 

President,  Idaho,  Oregon,  Washington,  and  Montana  Wildlife  Federation. 
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Emergency  Resolution 

Whereas  the  Federal  Power  Commission  has  the  power  to  issue  a  license  for 
constructing  a  dam  on  a  navigable  stream  ;  and 

Whereas  the  Federal  Power  Act  spells  out  the  proviso  “That  no  license  af¬ 
fecting  the  navigable  capacity  of  any  navigable  waters  of  the  United  States 
shall  be  issued  until  the  plans  of  the  dam  or  other  structures  affecting  naviga¬ 
tion  have  been  approved  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  and  the  Secretary  of  War” ; 
and 

Whereas  the  fishery  resource  in  the  river  to  be  licensed  for  a  dam  should  be 
given  the  same  consideration  to  assure  its  unobstructed  passage  both  upstream 
and  downstream ;  and 

Whereas  anadromous  fishery  provides  a  great  source  of  high-protein  food 
for  the  Nation  as  well  as  providing  thousands  of  jobs  for  people  as  well  as  other 
benefits  for  the  States  and  the  Nation  and  therefore  their  migration  route 
should  be  assured  during  the  planning  phases  of  any  dam  on  a  navigable  stream 
for  which  a  FPC  license  is  issued  or  considered  for  issuance :  Now,  therefore, 
be  it 

Resolved  by  the  Washington  State  Sportsmen’s  Council  in  convention  at 
Spokane,  Wash.,  on  this  loth  day  of  December  1057,  That  the  congressional  dele¬ 
gations  from  Washington,  Oregon,  Montana,  Idaho,  and  others  be  urgently  re¬ 
quested  to  enact  legislation  which  will  add  to  section  4  (e)  (as  amended  August 
26,  1935)  the  proviso  “That  no  license  affecting  the  migration  of  anadramous 
fish  in  any  navigable  waters  of  the  United  States  or  streams  flowing  through 
or  adjacent  to  lands  owned  by  the  Federal  Government  shall  be  issued  until 
the  plans  for  fish  passage  facilities  have  been  approved  by  the  Bureau  of  Sport 
Fisheries  and  Wildlife  and  the  Bureau  of  Commercial  Fisheries  of  the  United 
States  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  ;  and  be  it  further 

Resolved,  That  council  action  will  be  instituted  prior  to  the  January  opening 
of  Congress  and  the  the  National  Wildlife  Federation  be  requested  to  assist  the 
passage  of  said  legislation  and  the  Idaho-Oregon-Washington-Montana-Wyo- 
ming  Wildlife  Federation  be  requested  to  exert  their  influence  upon  their  own 
congressional  delegations  to  effect  passage  of  this  legislation. 

( Submitted  by  the  Vancouver  chapter,  Washington  Wildlife  League.) 


Memorandum 

From  :  Frank  Cullen,  chairman  of  dams  and  waterways  committee,  District  No. 

1,  Idaho  Wildlife  Federation. 

To  :  All  district  chairmen. 

I  am  convinced  that  in  the  past  several  weeks  following  the  latest  fiasco  of 
the  Federal  Power  Commission  in  recommending  that  a  fish-killing  dam  be  built 
at  Nez  Perce,  you  have  reflected  as  never  before  on  the  very  real  disaster  facing 
the  Northwest’s  great  fishery. 

Doubtless  you  have  had  uppermost  in  your  thoughts,  “what  can  I  do  now  to 
overcome  the  wanton  action  of  a  powerful  Federal  Commission  which  ignored  the 
one  sure  way  to  protect  the  valuable  salmon  and  steelhead  runs  of  the  Salmon 
and  Imnaha  Rivers  when  they  wouldn’t  authorize  Mountain  Sheep  and  Pleasant 
Valley?” 

As  you  know  our  own  statewide  federation  had,  only  a  short  time  before  FPC 
announced  its  unreasonable  decision,  passed  another  strong  resolution  opposing 
Nez  Perce  and  endorsing  Mountain  Sheep  and  Pleasant  Valley.  As  they  have 
done  so  many  times  before,  the  Commission  turned  a  deaf  ear  to  earnest  and 
patient  pleas.  They  held  in  contempt  the  expert  opinion  of  your  biologists,  and 
in  effect,  told  you  and  the  rest  of  the  people  of  this  region  that  you  don’t  know 
anything  about  fish. 

Also,  as  you  have  probably  noted,  Idaho’s  Department  of  Fish  and  Game  im¬ 
mediately  protested  the  decision  of  the  Commission.  Many  other  sports  groups 
and  commercial  interests  are  now  doing  the  same. 

But  where  will  it  lead?  Will  it  bring  the  FPC  to  its  senses  for  a  reversal  of 
the  decision  ? 

Your  dam  committee  doesn’t  think  so.  Since  the  whole  sorry  mess  was  cooked 
up  in  a  political  pot  to  begin  with,  it  hardly  seems  likely  that  these  usual  methods 
of  protest  will  change  the  Commission’s  attitude  from  belligerence  to  cooperation. 
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That  Commission  sits  in  a  marble  hall  3,000  miles  away  from  your  problem.  They 
are  ruled  only  by  politics. 

And  we  better  not  forget  that  the  Northwest  power  combine  that  tried  to 
build  Mountain  Sheep  and  Pleasant  Valley  stands  now  in  the  middle  of  this  whole 
blunder.  We  know  Washington  Water  Power  and  the  other  private  utilities  in 
that  group  need  power  to  supply  a  lot  of  customers,  and  they  have  been  quoted 
in  the  press  since  the  unfavorable  decision  that  they  “intend  to  fulfill  that  re¬ 
sponsibility.” 

The  company  hasn’t  announced  a  new  course  of  action  yet,  but  I  read  where 
at  their  first  meeting  following  the  FPC  decision  it  said  it  still  has  an  interest 
in  the  middle  Snake.  Actually,  those  companies  have  up  to  date  shown  surpris¬ 
ing  good  faith  in  working  for  our  best  interests  rather  than  against  them,  but 
right  now  they  have  in  their  lap  an  open  invitation  from  FPC  to  ask  for  a  license 
for  Nez  Perce.  If  they  don’t  do  it,  somebody  else  will. 

That’s  where  we  come  in. 

It  is  my  sincere  belief  that  as  individual  conservationists  we  may  have  dallied 
too  long.  We  have  followed  the  easy  course  of  either  just  being  against  all  dams, 
or  of  letting  big  organizations  speak  for  us  through  our  proxy  of  membership. 
Normally  that  may  be  fine — but  not  this  time.  The  stakes  are  too  high.  If  Nez 
Perce  is  built  we  might  as  well  quit. 

We  need  more  than  anything  to  form  a  solid  front  and  tell  the  Federal  Power 
Commission,  the  administration  and  all  the  politicians  who  were  permited  to  get 
into  office,  that  as  individual  citizens  and  wage  earners  we  have  been  sold  down 
the  river.  What’s  more,  we  should  find  as  many  neighbors  and  friends  as  we  can 
to  join  us  in  this  important  fight. 

This  committee  feels  we  should  act  right  now.  Precious  time  has  already 
slipped  by,  and  there  are  many  political  schemes  being  hatched  that  will  leave 
us  holding  an  empty  net. 

We  think  you  would  be  most  wise  to  immediately  encourage  your  entire  mem¬ 
bership  to  protest  as  individuals.  Ask  them  to  make  it  plain  and  simple,  but 
loud  and  clear.  They  don’t  need  to  entangle  themselves  with  a  lot  of  figures.  All 
the  facts  about  the  value  of  the  Salmon  River  and  the  lack  of  a  solution  to  fish 
passage  problems  are  in  the  record. 

Just  get  them  to  write  or  wire  or  visit  the  people  who  can  do  something  about 
this  thing.  Tell  them  to  point  out  in  no  uncertain  terms  that  if  Pacific  North¬ 
west  Power  or  any  other  group— public  or  private — tries  to  build  at  Nez  Perce, 
we  will  show  them  a  controversy  such  as  they’ve  never  seen  before.  Encourage 
them  to  again  suport  Mountain  Sheep  and  Pleasant  Valley  as  a  project  that  will 
not  only  protect  our  fishery  resource,  but  also  provide  power  in  a  hurry  for  new 
jobs  and  a  shot-in-the-arm  for  our  jittery  economy.  Remind  them  that  the  Ore¬ 
gon  Water  Resources  Board  after  a  long  study  recently  announced  there  was  no 
need  to  quibble  over  any  of  the  several  alternate  plans  of  development  in  the 
middle  Snake  because  they  were  all  about  equal- — except  the  combination  with 
Nez  Perce  would  destroy  fish. 

We’ve  got  to  win  this  fight.  Only  the  unified  voice  of  your  people  among  thou¬ 
sands  of  other  Northwest  citizens  can  do  it. 

Be  a  one-man  lobby.  Address  your  protests  now  to  the  Federal  Power  Com¬ 
mission,  the  White  House,  your  congressional  delegation,  Gov.  Robert  Smylie,  and 
the  congressional  delegations  of  other  Northwest  States. 


State  of  Idaho 

DEPARTMENT  OF  FISH  AND  GAME 

Boise,  Idaho 

Resolution  adopted  January  21,  1958,  by  the  Idaho  Fish  and  Game  Commission, 
Boise,  Idaho: 

Be  it  resolved ,  That,  whereas  the  Federal  Power  Commission  in  its  ruling  of 
January  20,  1958,  did  deny  the  application  for  the  construction  of  Mountain 
Sheep  and  Pleasant  Valley  Dams  on  the  Snake  River ;  and 

Whereas  the  sites  of  these  two  proposed  dams  are  above  the  mouth  of  the 
Salmon  River,  as  are  also  the  three  Hells  Canyon  Dams  heretofore  licensed  to 
the  Idaho  Power  Co.,  and  therefore  present  a  hazard  limited  to  the  anadromous 
fish  runs  that  pass  up  the  Snake  to  tributaries  above  the  Salmon ;  and 
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Whereas  the  possibility  of  safe  fish  passage  over  higli  dams  is  far  from  estab¬ 
lished  at  the  present  time  but  is  being  attempted  at  Brownlee ;  and 

hereas  even  if  fish  passage  facilities  at  Brownlee  and  other  upstream  sites 
should  prove  satisfactory,  this  will  provide  no  assurance  that  the  same  systems 
would  work  in  connection  with  the  much  higher  structure  proposed  for  the  Nez 
Perce  site,  and  under  the  additional  physical  and  ecological  changes  caused  by 
the  larger  impoundment ;  and 

Whereas  the  Salmon  River  is  the  most  important  anadromous  fish  spawning 
area  in  the  Columbia  River  system,  and  the  opinion  expressed  by  the  Federal 
Power  Commission  favoring  construction  at  the  Nez  Perce  site  is'in  direct  con¬ 
flict  with  the  responsibility  of  the  Idaho  Fish  and  Game  Commission  to  maintain 
the  salmon  and  steelhead  runs  of  the  Columbia  River  system ;  and 
Whereas  in  summary,  the  two  upstream  dams  would  affect  a  part  of  the  Snake 
River  salmon  and  steelhead  runs,  while  the  more  intense  effects  of  construction 
of  the  higher  Nez  Perce  Bam  would  fall  upon  all  anadromous  fish  runs  attempt¬ 
ing  to  spawn  anywhere  in  the  Salmon  or  above :  Now,  therefore,  be  it 
Resolved,  That  the  Idaho  Fish  and  Game  Commission  earnestly  protects  the 
decision  of  the  Federal  Power  Commission  in  favoring  the  Nez  Perce  proposal 
over  the  upstream  dams  at  Pleasant  Valley  and  Mountain  Sheep  sites. 


Vancouver  Chapter,  Washington  Wildlife  League, 

Vancouver,  Wash.,  March  2,  19o8. 

Warren  G.  Magnuson, 

Senator  from  Washington, 

Senate  Office  Building,  Washington,  D.  0. 

Honorable  Senator  :  Reference  S.  3185,  sponsored  by  Senator  Neuberger,  which 
requires  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  on  the  advice  of  the  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Service,  to  approve  facilities  for  passage  of  fish  over  dams. 

It  appears  that  the  intent  of  this  bill  is  the  same  as  written  in  a  resolution 
by  this  organization  and  passed  by  the  last  meeting  of  the  Washington  State 
Sportsmen’s  Council  in  Spokane,  Wash.,  in  December  1957.  A  copy  of  this  reso¬ 
lution  is  attached. 

This  organization  of  over  635  members  is  definitely  in  accord  with  this  bill  for 
several  reasons.  Our  fishery  resources  must  be  allowed  to  reach  their  spawning 
grounds  in  goodly  numbers  and  their  young  must  be  able  to  go  downstream 
without  being  decimated  by  inadequate  fish  passage  facilities.  To  accomplish 
this  feat,  the  structures  or  devices  constructed  for  the  purpose  have  to  function 
without  doubt.  The  adequacy  of  these  facilities  can  best  be  determined  by 
biologists  who  are  in  this  business  rather  than  persons  who  are  primarily  in¬ 
terested  in  just  pouring  dams  of  concrete  to  generate  electricity. 

It  is  rumored  that  the  passage  of  this  bill  would  give  the  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Service  veto  power  over  the  construction  of  dams.  Anyone  knowing  the  sin¬ 
cerity  of  the  biologists  of  the  Service  know  that  they  would  not  arbitrarily  give 
a  negative  report  on  inspected  facilities.  Should  the  structures  not  be  adequate 
for  fish  passage  then  they  should  not  be  approved  because  of  the  very  great  im¬ 
portance  and  high  value  of  the  fishery  resource  from  both  the  commercial  and 
sports  fishery  standpoint. 

The  only  group  who  could  possibly  object  to  this  bill  is  possibly  the  Federal 
Power  Commission.  They  should  not  object  to  it  because  in  their  decision  on 
the  Nez  Perce  Dam  they  said  that  the  problem  of  fish  passage  over  high  dams 
can  be  solved  or  is  no  greater  than  over  other  dams.  If  this  is  so,  the  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Service  knows  it  and  will  approve  plans  for  high  dams. 

It  is  a  well-known  fact  that  the  fishery  resource  is  important  from  not  only 
the  financial  and  recreational  standpoint  but  as  a  most  important  source  of  high 
protein  food.  Our  increasing  population  is  going  to  require  this  food  in  increas¬ 
ing  amounts  and  the  future  stocks  of  this  fishery  must  be  assured.  One  of  the 
best  ways  to  do  this  is  to  place  the  responsibility  for  approval  of  fish  passage 
facilities  into  the  hands  of  biologists  and  a  department  who  have  definite  knowl¬ 
edge  of  fish  habits  and  of  the  problems  to  be  met  to  pass  them  both  ways  with¬ 
out  great  loss  over  dams. 

Senator,  we  sincerely  urge  you  to  actively  work  for  the  passage  of  S.  3185.  It 
is  imperative  that  this  bill  be  passed  in  the  interests  of  the  future  of  our  fishery 
resources. 

We  also  request  that  this  letter  be  made  a  part  of  the  hearing  on  S.  3185. 

Thank  you  for  your  cooperation  in  this  request. 

Conservationally  yours, 


Howard  E.  Nelson,  Secretary. 
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Emergency  Resolution  No.  4 

Whereas  the  Federal  Power  Commission  has  the  power  to  issue  a  license  for 
construction  of  a  dam  on  a  navigable  stream,  and 

Whereas  the  Federal  Power  Act  spells  out  the  proviso  that  “no  license  affecting 
the  navigable  capacity  of  any  navigable  waters  of  the  United  States  shall  be 
issued  until  the  plans  of  the  dam  or  other  structures  affecting  navigation  have 
been  approved  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  and  the  Secretary  of  War,”  and 
Whereas  the  fishery  resources  in  the  river  to  be  licensed  for  a  dam  should  be 
given  the  same  consideration  to  assure  its  unobstructed  passage,  both  upstream 
and  downstream,  and 

Whereas  anadromous  fishery  provides  a  great  source  of  high  protein  food  for 
the  Nation  as  well  as  providing  thousands  of  jobs  for  people  as  well  as  other 
benefits  for  the  States  and  the  Nation  and  therefore  their  migration  route  should 
be  assured  during  the  planning  phases  of  any  dam  on  a  navigable  stream  for 
which  a  FPC  license  is  issued  or  considered  for  issuance :  now,  therefore,  be  it 
Resolved  by  the  Washington  State  Sportsmen’s  Council  in  convention  assembled 
at  Spokane,  Wash.,  on  this  15th  day  of  December  1957,  That  the  congres¬ 
sional  delegations  from  Washington,  Oregon,  Montana,  Idaho,  and  others  be 
urgently  requested  to  enact  legislation  which  will  add  to  section  (e)  (as  amended 
August  26,  1935)  the  proviso  “That  no  license  affecting  the  migration  of  anad¬ 
romous  fish  in  any  navigable  wrnters  of  the  United  States  or  of  streams  flowing 
through  or  adjacent  to  lands  owned  by  the  Federal  Government,  shall  be  issued 
until  the  plans  for  fish  passage  facilities  have  been  approved  by  the  Bureau  of 
Sports  Fisheries  and  Wildlife  and  the  Bureau  of  Commercial  Fisheries  of  the 
United  States  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service ;  and  be  it  further 

Resolved,  That  council  action  will  be  instituted  prior  to  the  January  opening 
of  Congress  and  that  the  National  Wildlife  Federation  be  requested  to  assist  the 
passage  of  said  legislation  and  the  Idaho-Oregon-Washington-Montana-Wyoming 
Wildlife  Federation  be  requested  to  exert  their  influence  upon  their  own  con¬ 
gressional  delegation  to  effect  passage  of  this  legislation. 

Submitted  by  the  Vancouver  chapter,  Washington  Wildlife  League. 

Adopted  by  the  Washington  State  Sportsmen’s  Council,  December  15,  1957. 


Orange  County  Federation  of  Sportsmen’s  Clubs, 

Ooshen,  N.  Y.,  February  25, 1958. 
Committee  on  Interstate  and  Foreign  Commerce, 

United  States  Senate. 


Dear  Sir:  As  per  your  letter  to  Mr.  W.  L.  Shafer  enclosed  please  find  25 
copies  of  statements  as  per  your  request. 

The  Orange  County  Federation  of  Sportsmen’s  Clubs  with  a  membership  of 
over  14,000  members  would  like  to  go  on  record  as  being  in  favor  of  the  passage 
cf  the  following  important  bills,  S.  2447,  S.  2496,  S.  2617,  S.  3185,  which  are  so 
vital  to  our  country  if  we  are  to  protect  and  preserve  our  fish  and  wildlife  and 
maintain  our  valuable  natural  resources.  So  our  waters  can  be  restored,  our 
forests  replanted,  our  wildlife  replenished,  our  rivers  and  lakes  made  to  furnish 
once  again  their  rich  quota  of  clean  pure  water  and  life  necessities. 

Yours  in  sports, 


Peter  Nuzzolese,  Secretary. 


Statement  Presented  by  the  Columbia  River  Salmon  and  Tuna  Packers 
Association  Endorsing  the  Passage  of  S.  3185 

The  membership  of  the  Columbia  River  Salmon  and  Tuna  Packers  Associa¬ 
tion  includes  individuals,  companies,  and  corporations  engaged  in  the  business 
of  processing,  marketing,  and  distributing  fish  and  other  waterfood  products. 
Our  membership  in  the  course  of  usual  operations  processes  over  90  percent 
of  the  commercial  salmon  catch  taken  on  and  in  the  vicinity  of  the  Columbia 
River. 

The  purpose  of  this  statement  is  to  urge  the  passage  by  the  Congress  of 
Senate  bill  3185  which,  in  effect,  would  give  the  United  States  Fish  and  Wild¬ 
life  Service  collateral  jurisdiction  in  Federal  Power  Commission  decisions  re¬ 
garding  the  issuance  of  licenses  to  construct  dams  or  other  obstructions  in 
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rivers  or  other  water  areas  where  such  obstructions  may  be  obstacles  in  the 
path  of  substantial  migrations  of  anadromous  food  fish. 

The  particular  interest  of  this  association  is  related  to  the  Columbia  River 
Basin.  The  Columbia  River  and  its  tributaries  have  supported  a  salmon  re¬ 
source  which  has  been  commercially  exploited  for  over  a  century.  In  that 
period  this  resource  has  brought  in  well  over  a  billion  dollars  in  new  money 
into  the  Pacific  Northwest.  According  to  a  recent  survey  by  the  United  States 
Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  this  resource  produces  an  annual  income  in  ex¬ 
cess  of  $17  million  in  its  commercial  and  recreational  fishery  aspects.  As  re¬ 
lated  to  the  commercial  fishery,  this  value  is  based  upon  processor  levels.  The 
final  value  of  the  annual  return  from  this  resource,  with  commercial  produc¬ 
tion  rated  at  retail  prices,  is  in  excess  of  $21  million.  Capitalized  on  a  4  per¬ 
cent  per  annum  return  basis,  this  would  represent  an  investment  of  close  to  half 
a  billion  dollars. 

This  resource  is  capable  of  indefinite  harvesting  if  the  spawning  habitat  of 
the  salmon  is  not  too  greatly  disturbed  and  the  path  of  these  fish,  moving  to 
and  from  the  ocean,  is  kept  open.  While  the  monetary  value  of  this  resource 
is  substantial  at  the  present  time,  it  may  be  greatly  increased  in  the  future. 
It  is  estimated  that  Columbia  River  spawned  salmon  produce  some  35  million 
pounds  of  fine  protein  food  each  year.  As  protein  food  is  one  of  the  most 
scarce  items  in  the  world  today,  and  many  economists  agree  that  it  will  grow 
more  and  more  scarce  as  the  world  population  increases,  food  of  this  type  may 
well  have  a  value  to  which  it  is  difficult  to  affix  a  dollar  mark*  at  the_present 
time. 

During  the  past  30  years  this  resource  has  been  seriously  threatened  by  the 
erection  of  power  dams  in  the  main  Columbia  River  and  its  tributaries.  Un¬ 
fortunately,  when  the  initial  construction  of  these  dams  began,  little  atten¬ 
tion  was  paid  to  fish  passage  problems,  with  the  result  that  many  fine  runs  of 
salmon  were  decimated  and  available  spawning  areas  were  reduced  some  75 
percent.  During  more  recent  years  fish  passage  facilities  have  been  installed 
in  a  number  of  such  structures.  However,  even  today  there  does  not  exist  any 
large  body  of  factual  evidence  as  to  the  efficiency  of  these  facilities,  particu¬ 
larly  those  in  regard  to  the  downstream  passage  of  the  young  salmon. 

It  is  our  feeling  that  too  often  the  decision  to  grant  licenses  to  build  such 
structures  has  been  made  with  scant  regard  to  fishery  problems.  The  Federal 
Power  Commission  is  a  body  designated  by  the  Congress  to  approve  or  reject 
proposals  to  build  power  dams  on  navigable  rivers  of  this  country.  Its  interests 
naturally  are  centered  upon  the  matter  of  power.  There  does  not  exist  any 
impelling  reason  for  this  body  to  give  adequate  consideration  to  the  fishery 
resource  which  may  be  affected  in  the  course  of  developing  the  power  potential 
of  any  such  river,  and  it  has  notably  failed  to  do  so  in  a  number  of  recent 
decisions. 

The  Federal  Power  Commission  is  controlled  to  some  extent  by  the  present 
statute  which  compels  it  to  obtain  approval  from  the  United  States  Engineers 
Corps  in  relation  to  the  effect  any  proposed  structure  may  have  on  navigation. 
The  fishery  has  no  legal  voice. 

We  believe  the  inherent  values  of  the  salmon  resource  of  the  Columbia  River 
justify  the  conveyance  by  the  Congress  to  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  of 
corollary  authority  in  the  matter  of  Federal  Power  Commission  licenses  simi¬ 
lar  to  that  held  by  the  United  States  Engineers  Corps. 

Another  factor  which  deserves  your  consideration  involves  past  and  current 
expenditures  of  millions  of  dollars  for  fish-passage  facilities  over  dams  already 
existing  or  under  construction  in  the  Columbia  River  Basin.  It  does  not  seem 
reasonable  that  the  values,  which  are  the  objective  of  these  expenditures,  should 
be  subject  to  elimination  at  any  time  by  the  decision  of  a  commission  which  has 
no  primary  interest  in  the  fishery  resource.  That  such  a  thing  might  happen 
is  indicated  by  a  recent  statement  by  the  Federal  Power  Commission  in  connec¬ 
tion  with  its  rejection  of  license  applications  by  the  Pacific  Northwest  Power 
Co.,  in  which  the  Commission  endorsed  the  construction  of  a  700-foot  dam  on 
what  is  known  as  the  Nez  Perce  site  on  the  Snake  River,  a  tributary  of  the 
Columbia.  Such  a  dam  would  present  an  impassible  obstacle  in  the  path  of  a 
substantial  majority  of  the  salmon  runs  entering  the  Columbia  River  and  com¬ 
pletely  destroy  the  value  of  fish  passage  facilities  erected  by  the  Government  at 
dams  below  that  site. 

We  do  not  feel  that  the  granting  of  such  authority  would  endanger  reasonable 
and  proper  development  of  the  power  potentials  of  rivers  which  might  be 
involved.  This  industry,  with  its  entire  investment  based  upon  such  a  fishery, 
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has  never  taken  the  position  that  it  c-ould  make  more  than  reasonable  demands 
in  protest  to  power  development  projects  which  might  seriously  damage  the 
resource.  We  believe  that  this  natural  resource  should  be  preserved  and  that 
it  should  have  an  authoritative  voice  in  the  matter  of  any  development  program 
which  might  endanger  its  existence,  but  also  agree  that  iu  the  end  those  phases 
of  development  which  will  finally  be  of  greatest  benefit  to  the  Nation  must  prevail. 

In  conclusion,  we  contend  that  the  committee  should  not  fear  that  the  delega¬ 
tion  of  this  authority  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  will  result  in  obstruction 
of  the  reasonable  development  of  our  river  systems  in  all  of  their  potential 
capacities  to  benefit  the  citizens  of  this  country. 

We  respectfully  urge  your  approval  of  this  measure. 


Fifth  District  Idaho  Wildlife  Federation, 

Rexhurg,  Idaho,  March  1, 1958. 

Hon.  Warren  G.  Magnuson, 

Chairman.  Senate  Committee  on  Interstate  and  Foreign  Commerce, 

United  States  Capitol,  Washington,  D.  C. 

Gentlemen  :  In  behalf  of  the  13,000  southeastern  Idaho  sportsmen,  I  repre¬ 
sent,  I  would  like  to  make  a  few  statements  in  regard  to  the  bills  pending  before 
this  committee. 

We  are,  as  you  of  course  realize,  genuinely  interested  in  the  perpetuation  of 
these  fish  and  wildlife  resources  and  feel  that  we  must  protect  them  vehemently 
if  needs  be.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  all  programs  that  are  to  benefit  our  posterity 
we  feel  are  essentially  a  part  of  a  heritage  we  must  treasure  and  guard. 

For  these  reasons  we  would  like  to  go  on  record  as  favoring  the  following  bills 
you  are  considering  and  solicit  your  support :  S.  2447,  S.  2496,  S.  2617,  S.  31S5. 

Sincerely, 


Bob  Webster,  Chairman. 


Columbia  River  Fishermen’s  Protective  Union, 

Astoria  Oreg.,  February  28,1958. 


Hon.  Warren  G.  Magnuson, 

United  States  Senate,  Washington,  D.  C. 


Dear  Senator  Magnuson  :  The  members  of  the  Columbia  River  Fishermen’s. 
Protective  Union,  who  operate  on  the  Columbia  River,  harvesting  the  anadramous 
fish  which  spawn  in  the  upper  reaches  of  the  Columbia  River,  urge  the  passage 
by  the  Congress  of  Senate  bill  3185. 

Our  Nation  is  noted  for  its  abundance  of  food  products,  so  this  bill  should  not 
be  overlooked,  as  fish  is  a  vital  food  which  would  be  destroyed  by  high  dams. 
We  also  should  look  to  the  future  as  European  countries  have,  to  the  day  when 
the  people  will  have  to  go  to  the  sea  for  food  for  their  growing  population. 

Another  fact  is  that  millions  of  dollars  would  be  lost  that  have  been  spent  by 
the  Government  on  the  lower-river  rehabilitation  program  of  fish. 

Although  industries  are  in  great  need  of  hydroelectric  power,  the  high  dams  are 
not  going  to  fulfill  the  present  need,  somewhere  along  the  line  thermal  power, 
will  have  to  be  used. 

Many  decisions  are  being  made  today  that  will  affect  our  future  generations, 
especially  on  the  Columbia  River,  the  greatest  food  fish  producer  of  our  Nation, 
this  food  fish  would  be  annihilated  if  decisions  are  made  without  the  protection 
of  anadramous  fish. 

As  you  know  the  great  Grand  Coulee  Dam  did  annihilate  one  species  of  salmon, 
the  June  salmon  which  spawned  in  the  area  above  this  dam,  these  fish  were, 
huge  and  weighed  upward  to  55  and  65  pounds  each. 

Once  again.  Senators,  we  are  asking  the  passage  of  this  Senate  bill  3185. 

Respectfully  yours, 


Wm.  Wester  holm,  Executive  Secretary. 


Phoenix,  Ariz.,  March  5, 1958. 

Hon.  Warren  G.  Magnuson, 

Chairman,  Senate  Committee  Interstate  and  Foreign  Commerce, 
Washington,  D.  C. 

The  Arizona  Game  and  Fish  Commission  in  behalf  of  the  sportsmen  of  the. 
State  wholeheartedly  support  S.  3185  to  require  prior  approval  by  the  Secretary. 
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of  Interior  as  to  the  fish  and  wildlife  effects  before  the  Federal  Power  Com¬ 
mission  could  issue  a  permit  for  a  dam.  We  are  also  in  favor  of  S.  2447  au¬ 
thorizing  a  program  of  research  into  the  effects  of  chemical  pesticides,  and  would 
like  to  see  it  expanded  to  include  all  herbicides,  as  well  as  pesticides.  Would  also 
like  to  go  on  record  as  supporting  S.  2617  which  amends  the  Duck  Stamp  Act  but 
would  like  to  see  the  $2  fee  raised  to  $3  with  at  least  65  percent  of  the  receipts 
earmarked  for  waterfowl  area  acquisitions. 

R.  J.  Smith, 

Acting  Director,  Arizona  Game  and  Fish  Department. 


Statement  of  Dr.  Spencer  M.  Smith,  Jr.,  Secretary  of  the  Citizens’  Committee 

on  Natural  Resources 

The  Citizens’  Committee  on  Natural  Resources  urges  that  S.  3185  be  giveq 
early  and  favorable  consideration.  The  bill  amends  the  Federal  Power  Act  in 
that  licenses  for  a  dam  can  be  issued  by  the  Federal  Power  Commission  only 
after  the  plans  for  the  project  are  approved  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior, 
which  would  include  a  statement  that  such  project  would  not  be  injurious  to 
fish  and  wildlife  resources. 

A  specific  instance  of  fish  and  wildlife  jeopardy  is  indicated  in  the  present 
controversy  over  the  private  power  company’s  handling  of  the  fish  at  Brownlee 
Dam.  The  Oregon  Fish  and  Game  Commission  has  contended  that  the  private 
power  company  is  not  properly  providing  for  the  handling  of  fish  at  the  Brown¬ 
lee  damsite.  It  was  thought  that  the  company  had  undertaken  this  responsibility 
at  the  time  the  license  was  granted.  Fish  and  wildlife  agencies,  both  public 
and  private,  are  now  much  concerned  as  to  the  action  of  the  company  in  failing 
to  meet  what  many  consider  minimal  provisions  for  the  protection  of  the  fish. 

It  is  hoped  in  the  future  if  S.  3185  would  become  law  that  fish  and  wildlife- 
resources  would  achieve  adequate  protection. 


Alaska  Fishermen’s  Union, 
Seattle,  Wash.,  February  20,  1958. 


Senator  Warren  G.  Magnuson, 

Senate  Office  Building,  Washington,  D.  C. 


Dear  Senator  Magnuson  :  This  is  in  response  to  your  letter  of  February  13: 
regarding  Senate  bills  2447,  2617,  and  3185.  We  will  be  unable  to  appear  to  offer 
testimony  on  these  particular  bills. 

We  are  in  favor  of  your  efforts  on  the  bills  in  question,  and  hereby  endorse 
them. 


Sincerely  yours, 


George  Johansen, 
Secretary-Treasurer. 


March  4,  1958. 

Hon.  Warren  G.  Magnuson, 

Chairman,  Senate  Committee  on  Interstate  and  Foreign  Commerce,  Senate 
Office  Building,  Washington,  D.  C. 

(Attention  Mr.  Harry  C.  Huse,  room  G-16,  United  States  Capitol.) 

Dear  Senator  Magnuson  :  The  Western  Association  of  State  Game  &  Fish 
Commissioners  have  requested  that  I  inform  you  of  action  taken  by  the  associa¬ 
tion  relative  to  certain  conservation  measures  which  are  being  considered  by  you 
and  your  committee  at  the  present  time. 

At  a  special  meeting  of  the  Western  Association,  held  at  St.  Louis,  Mo.,  on 
March  2,  1958,  in  connection  with  the  North  American  Wildlife  Conference, 
representatives  of  the  association  took  action  to  endorse  the  following  bills : 

S.  2447,  a  bill  to  direct  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  to  conduct  studies  of 
chemical  control  agents  and  their  effects  on  fish  and  wildlife. 

S.  2496,  a  bill  to  amend  the  act  entitled  “Act  to  promote  the  conservation  of 
wildlife,  fish,  and  game,  and  for  other  purposes,”  approved -March  10,  1934,  as 
amended,  known  as  the  Coordination  Act. 

S.  2617,  a  bill  to  amend  the  Migratory  Bird  Hunting  Stamp  Act  of  March  16, 
1934,  as  amended.  It  is  understood  that  this  amendment  would  provide  for  ear- . 
marking  65  percent  of  duck-stamp  funds  for  land  acquisition.. 
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S.  3185,  a  bill  to  promote  conservation  of  migratory  fish  and  game  by  requiring 
certain  approval  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  of  licenses  issued  under  the 
Federal  Power  Act. 

Favorable  consideration  of  these  measures  by  your  committee  will  be  appre¬ 
ciated  sincerely  by  the  Western  Association  of  State  Game  &  Fish  Commis¬ 


sioners. 

Very  truly  yours, 


Ben  Grading,  Secretary. 


United  States  Department  of  the  Interior, 

Office  of  the  Secretary, 
Washington,  D.  C.,  March  6,  1958. 

Hon.  Warren  G.  Magnuson, 

Chairman,  Committee  on  Interstate  and  Foreign  Commerce, 

United  States  Senate.  Washington.  D.  C. 

Dear  Senator  Magnuson:  Your  committee  has  requested  a  report  on  S.  3185, 
a  bill  to  promote  the  conservation  of  migratory  fish  and  game  by  requiring  cer¬ 
tain  approval  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  of  licenses  issued  under  the  Federal 
Power  Act. 

The  Federal  Power  Commission  is  an  independent  agency.  To  the  broad  pow¬ 
ers  of  the  Commission,  the  Congress  has  imposed  few  conditions  necessitating 
the  approval  of  executive  departments.  These  provisions  are  as  follows :  Sec¬ 
tion  4  (e)  of  the  act  dealing  with  licenses  affecting  the  capacity  of  navigable 
waters  and  licenses  affecting  reserved  lands ;  section  10  (e)  relative  to  the  charges 
for  the  use  of  facilities  of  Federal  reclamation  projects ;  and  section  18  relating 
to  the  installation  of  navigable  aids  and  fishways.  Congress  has  also  provided 
in  section  10  (e)  for  the  approval  by  the  Indian  tribe  affected  of  charges  for 
the  use  of  tribal  lands  of  organized  Indian  tribes. 

The  bill  provides,  in  effect,  that  this  Department  may  exercise  a  veto  power 
in  behalf  of  fish  and  wildlife  matters  in  connection  with  the  issuance  of  a  license 
by  the  Commission.  It.  therefore,  adds  a  major  category  of  cases  in  which 
approval  of  an  executive  department  is  needed  before  the  Federal  Power  Com¬ 
mission  may  act.  Since  the  issue  is  one  of  imposing  such  a  limitation,  this 
Department  is  of  the  opinion  that  S.  3185  raises  an  issue  which  Congress  itself 
should  decide. 

While  this  Department  stands  ready  to  utilize  any  lawful  authority  granted  to 
it  by  Congress  there  appears  to  be  a  real  question  as  to  whether  in  this  con¬ 
troversial  area  the  Federal  Power  Commission  should  be  subservient  to  an 
executive  department.  We  have  in  the  past  made  recommendations  to  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Power  Commission  not  only  to  prevent  detrimental  effects  upon  migratory 
fish  or  other  wildlife  resources,  but  also  to  suggest  methods  and  means  through 
which  these  vital  resources  could  be  enhanced.  The  amendments  to  the  Coordi¬ 
nation  Act  of  194(5  which  we  intend  to  submit  to  your  committee  in  the  near 
future  will  reflect  this  broader  scope  of  review. 

In  the  event  the  Congress  is  disposed  to  enact  legislation  along  the  lines  of 
S.  3185,  we  suggest  the  following  revision  : 

He  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  of  the  United  States 
of  America  in  Congress  assembled.  That  the  first  sentence  of  subsection  (e)  of 
section  4  of  the  Federal  Power  Act  is  amended  by  inserting  before  the  period  at 
the  end  thereof  a  colon  and  the  following  :  “And  provided  further.  That  no  license 
affecting  fish  or  wildlife  resources  shall  be  issued  until  the  plans  of  the  dam  or 
other  structures  affecting  such  fish  and  wildlife  resources  have  been  approved 
by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior.” 

We  suggest  this  approach  because  the  standard  of  not  being  “detrimental” 
which  would  be  imposed  by  S.  3185  would  preclude  any  evaluation  of  the  relative 
values  involved. 

The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  has  advised  that  there  is  no  objection  to  the  sub¬ 
mission  of  this  report  to  your  committee. 

Sincerely  yours, 


O.  Hatfield  Chilson, 
Under  Secretary  of  the  Interior. 
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[S.  2847,  S5th  Cong.,  1st  sess.] 

A  BILL  To  amend  the  Federal  Power  Act,  as  amended,  to  require  that  the  Federal  Power 

Commission  shall  license  only  those  projects  which  are  best  adapted  to  improving  or 

developing  the  water  resources  of  a  river  basin,  in  order  to  obtain  by  integrated  opera¬ 
tion  the  maximum  amount  of  net  public  benefits,  and  for  other  purposes 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  of  the  United  States 
of  America  in  Congress  assembled,  That  section  3  of  the  Federal  Power  Act  (16 
U.  S.  C.  796)  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following: 

“(17)  ‘Comprehensive  Plan’  means  the  best  of  alternative  plans  for  a  project 
or  projects  for  improving  or  developing  the  water  resources  of  a  river  basin  to 
obtain  by  integrated  operation  the  maximum  amount  of  net  public  benefits  from 
such  resources  for  all  beneficial  public  uses  during  the  economic  service  life  of 
existing  and  potential  projects. 

“(18)  ‘A  project  best  adapted  to  a  comprehensive  plan’  means  that  project 
which,  by  itself  or  in  combination  with  other  existing  and  potential  projects, 
enables  the  best  comprehensive  plan  to  contribute  by  integrated  operation  the 
maximum  amount  of  net  public  benefits  as  compared  with  alternative  projects  and 
alternative  comprehensive  plans. 

“(19)  ‘Net  public  benefits’  means  the  difference  between  the  estimated  measur¬ 
able  dollar  value  of  all  beneficial  public  uses  and  the  estimated  measurable  dollar 
cost  of  obtaining  those  beneficial  public  uses  during  the  economic  service  life  of 
a  project.  Costs  and  benefits  of  each  project  shall  be  valued  by  the  Commission 
on  the  basis  of  the  costs  and  benefits  that  would  be  incurred  by  or  accrue  to 
whoever  is  considered  to  construct  the  project.  Where  the  project  could  be  con¬ 
sidered  to  be  constructed  by  the  United  States,  the  costs  shall  be  based  on  those 
which  actually  would  be  incurred  by  Federal  construction  agencies  and  the  rate 
of  interest  used,  unless  otherwise  provided  by  law,  shall  be  the  average  rate  on 
all  outstanding  marketable  obligations  of  the  United  States  Treasury.  Where 
the  project  would  be  expected  to  be  constructed  by  a  private  corporation  or  non- 
Federal  public  agency,  the  costs  and  benefits  shall  be  based  on  those  that  would 
be  incurred  by  or  accrue  to  that  private  corporation  or  non-Federal  public  agency. 
Where  comparisons  between  projects  possible  for  construction  by  the  United 
States  and  by  others  are  affected  by  differences  in  construction  standards,  or 
payments  or  nonpayments  of  taxes,  or  interest  rates,  or  other  factors,  then  the 
Commission  shall  also  make  comparisons  in  terms  of  physical  quantities  of  the 
benefits  produced  in  power,  flood  control,  and  other  public  uses,  so  as  to  show 
which  project  will  produce  the  maximum  physical  benefits,  provided  that  such 
comparisons  shall  be  made  only  for  such  projects  the  costs  of  which  are  not  in 
excess  of  the  benefits  according  to  the  particular  methods  of  measuring  costs 
and  benefits  appropriate  to  each  project. 

“(20)  ‘Beneficial  public  uses’  include  but  are  not  limited  to  uses  for  power 
generation :  flood  control ;  navigation ;  irrigation ;  commercial  and  sports  fish¬ 
eries  :  wildlife :  recreation ;  domestic,  industrial,  and  mining  uses  of  water : 
salinity  control ;  silt  control ;  pollution  control ;  bank  stabilization :  control  of 
beach  erosion ;  enhancement  of  waterfront  real-estate  values ;  improvement  in 
water  quality ;  improved  streamflow  and  regulation  ;  stabilization  of  water  level.” 

Sec.  2.  Subsection  (a)  of  section  10  of  the  Federal  Power  Act  (16  U.  S.  C.  803), 
as  amended,  is  hereby  repealed  and  the  following  new  subsection  substituted 
therefor : 

“(a)  That  the  project  adopted,  including  the  maps,  plans,  and  specifications, 
shall  be  best  adapted  to  a  comprehensive  plan  for  improving  or  developing  a 
river  basin  for  the  use  or  benefit  of  interstate  or  foreign  commerce,  for  the  im¬ 
provement  and  utilization  of  water-power  development,  and  for  other  beneficial 
public  uses,  including  recreational  purposes.  The  Commission  shall  give  full 
consideration  to  any  alternative  projects  investigated  or  under  investigation  by 
others  including  Federal  agencies  and  to  any  comprehensive  plans  prepared  by 
or  under  preparation  by  others  including  Federal  agencies  before  determining 
that  a  project  is  best  adapted  to  a  comprehensive  plan  ;  and  if  necessary  in  order 
to  secure  the  best  project  and  best  plan,  the  Commission  shall  have  authority  to 
require  the  modification  of  any  project  and  of  the  plans  and  specifications  of 
the  project  works  before  approval :  Provided,  That  the  Commission  may  license 
any  project  that  it  finds  not  best  adapted  to  a  comprehensive  plan  only  after 
submitting  a  report  with  findings  and  recommendations  to  the  Congress,  including 
a  report  on  the  best  alternative  project,  if  any,  and  provided  the  Congress  then 
authorizes  the  issuance  of  the  license”. 
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Federal  Power  Commission  Report  on  S.  2847,  85tii  Congress 

A  BILL  To  amend  the  Federal  Power  Act,  as  amended,  to  require  that  the  Federal  Power 

Commission  shall  license  only  those  projects  whicli  are  best  adapted  to  improving  or 

developing  the  water  resources  of  a  river  basin,  in  order  to  obtain  by  integrated  opera¬ 
tion  the  maximum  amount  of  net  public  benefits,  and  for  other  purposes 

Section  2  of  this  bill  would  limit  the  licensing  powers  of  the  Commission  under 
part  I  of  the  Federal  Power  Act  by  removing  the  Commission’s  present  authority 
to  exercise  its  judgment  in  deciding  whether  or  not  a  particular  project  is  best 
adapted  to  a  comprehensive  plan  of  development.  This  result  would  be  accom¬ 
plished  by  deleting  from  section  10  (a)  of  the  Power  Act  the  words  “shall  be 
such  as  in  the  judgment  of  the  Commission.”  1  In  addition,  definitions  of  such 
terms  as  “comprehensive  plan”  and  “net  public  benefits”  proposed  by  section  1 
of  the  bill  when  read  in  conjunction  with  the  proposed  amendments  of  section  10 
(a)  of  the  act  makes  it  apparent  that  the  intent  of  this  bill  is  to  reduce  the  de¬ 
cisions  heretofore  made  by  the  Commission  under  section  10  (a)  by  the  exercise 
of  its  judgment,  to  a  decision  in  each  particular  licensing  case  based  upon  some 
formula  or  mathematical  computation,  with  the  factors  to  be  considered  being 
rigidly  defined.  Notwithstanding  the  fact  that  the  Commission  thereby  would 
be  precluded  from  exercising  its  expert  judgment  in  deciding  whether  a  project 
is  best  adapted  to  comprehensive  river  basin  development,  the  bill  proposes  that 
section  10  (a)  of  the  act  be  amended  to  require  expressly  that  “the  Commission 
shall  give  full  consideration  to  any  alternative  projects  investigated  or  under 
investigation  by  others  including  Federal  agencies  and  to  any  comprehensive 
plans  prepared  by  or  under  preparation  by  others  including  Federal  agencies 
before  determining  that  a  project  is  best  adapted  to  a  comprehensive  plan,”  a 
function  which  necessarily  would  call  for  the  exercise  of  independent  judgment 
otherwise  denied  to  the  Commission.  Moreover,  under  a  proviso  to  section  10  (a> 
of  the  Power  Act  as  amended  by  this  bill  the  Commission  “may  license  any 
project  that  it  finds  not  best  adapted  to  a  comprehensive  plan  only  after  sub¬ 
mitting  a  report  with  findings  and  recommendations  to  the  Congress”  and  secur¬ 
ing  congressional  authorization  to  issue  such  license.  This  new  proviso  would 
presuppose  the  existence  of  the  anomalous  situation  in  which  the  Commission, 
contrary  to  present  provisions  of  the  Power  Act,  would  desire  the  sanction  of 
Congress  to  license  a  project  that  the  Commission  found  not  best  adapted  to  a 
comprehensive  plan.  The  inconsistency  and  unworkability  of  these  various  pro¬ 
visions  would  not  only  place  the  Commission  in  an  administrative  dilemma,  but 
it  would  unquestionably  lead  to  confusion  and  uncertainty,  and  a  general  under¬ 
mining  of  public  confidence  in  long-established  and  well-settled  procedures,  tech¬ 
niques,  and  standards  for  the  consideration  and  determination  of  matters  com¬ 
mitted  to  the  Commission  in  accordance  with  the  policy  adopted  by  Congress  in 
part  I  of  the  Federal  Power  Act. 

Section  1  of  the  bill  would  amend  section  8  of  the  Federal  Power  Act  by  adding 
four  new  definitions,  designated  as  follows:  (17)  comprehensive  plan;  (18) 
project  best  adapted  to  a  comprehensive  plan;  (19)  net  public  benefits;  and  (2) 
beneficial  public  uses. 

All  of  the  above  terms  except  the  term  “net  public  benefits”  appear  in  the 
present  act  and  the  term  “net  public  benefits”  would  be  added  by  amendment  in 
the  definition  of  “project  best  adapted  to  a  comprehensive  plan.”  All  four  terms 
have  been  considered  and  applied  by  the  Commission  over  a  period  of  many  years 
and  consequently  have  been  defined  generally  in  the  decisions  of  the  Commission. 


1  The  effect  of  the  proposed  amendment  Is  shown  below.  Existing  portions  of  sec.  10  (a) 
that  would  be  deleted  have  been  enclosed  in  brackets  [  ]  and  new  portions  that  would 

be  added  have  been  italicized: 

Sec.  10.  All  licenses  issued  under  this  part  shall  be  on  the  following  conditions  : 

“(a)  That  the  project  adopted,  including  the  maps,  plans,  and  specifications,  shall  [be 
such  as  in  the  judgment  of  the  Commission  will]  be  best  adapted  to  a  comprehensive  plan 
for  improving  or  developing  a  [waterway  or  waterways]  river  basin  for  the  use  or  benefit 
of  interstate  or  foreign  commerce,  for  the  improvement  and  utilization  of  waterpower 
development,  and  for  other  beneficial  public  uses,  including  recreational  purposes.  The 
Commission  shall  give  full  consideration  to  any  alternative  projects  investigated  or  under 
investigation  by  others  including  Federal  agencies  and  to  any  comprehensive  plans  pre¬ 
pared  by  or  under  preparation  by  others  including  Federal  agencies  before  determining 
that  a  project  is  best  adapted  to  a  comprehensive  plan  ;  and  if  necessary  in  order  to  secure 
[such]  the  best  project  and  best  plan,  the  Commission  shall  have  authority  to  require  the 
modification  of  any  project  and  of  the  plans  and  specifications  of  the  project  works  before 
approval  :  Provided,  That  the  Commission  may  license  any  project  that  it  finds  not  best 
adapted  to  a  comprehensive  plan  only  after  submitting  a  report  with  findings  and  recom¬ 
mendations  to  the  Congress,  including  a  report  on  the  best  alternative  project,  if  any,  and 
provided  the,  Congress  then  authorizes  the  issuance  of  the  license.” 
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However,  the  definition  of  each  term  may  vary  to  some  extent  from  case  to  case 
depending  upon  the  particular  circumstances  and  conditions  existing  at  a  particu¬ 
lar  time.  Consequently,  it  does  not  appear  either  feasible  or  desirable  to  attempt 
to  attribute  such  precise  meaning  to  each  term  as  is  proposed  under  section  1  of 
the  bill. 

It  is  the  Commission’s  responsibility  to  cooperate  in  planning  for  the  best  pos¬ 
sible  utilization  of  hydroelectric  power  resources  for  the  benefit  of  the  greatest 
number  of  people  and  accordingly  it  undertakes  to  consider  all  beneficial  effects 
and  costs  of  projects  in  its  analysis  of  proposals.  In  so  doing  the  Commission 
gives  consideration  when  appropriate  to  the  “beneficial  public  uses”  other  than 
power  enumerated  in  the  proposed  new  subsection  3  (20)  of  the  Federal  Power 
Act,  including  “flood  control ;  navigation  ;  irrigation ;  commercial  and  sports  fish¬ 
eries  ;  wildlife ;  recreation ;  domestic,  industrial  and  mining  uses  of  water ;  salin¬ 
ity  control ;  silt  control ;  pollution  control ;  bank  stabilization  ;  control  of  beach 
erosion ;  enhancement  of  waterfront  real  estate  values ;  improvement  in  water 
quality;  improved  streamflow  and  regulation;  and  stabilization  of  the  water 
level.” 

Since  the  proposed  new  subsection  3  (19)  of  the  Power  Act  set  out  in  section  1 
of  this  bill  would  define  the  “net  public  benefits”  as  “the  difference  between  the 
estimated  measurable  dollar  value  of  all  beneficial  public  uses  and  the  estimated 
measurable  dollar  cost  of  obtaining  those  beneficial  public  uses,”  it  would  appear 
that  a  number  of  the  beneficial  public  uses  enumerated  above,  such  as  wildlife 
and  recreational  values,  being  intangible  in  nature  and  not  susceptible  to  meas¬ 
urable  dollar  values,  would  not  be  considered  in  formulating  and  evaluating  pro¬ 
posed  projects  and  plans.  Furthermore,  this  subsection  would  provide  that  “costs 
and  benefits  for  each  project  shall  be  valued  by  the  Commission  on  the  basis  of 
the  costs  and  benefits  that  would  be  incurred  by  or  accrue  to  whoever  is  consid¬ 
ered  to  construct  the  project.”  While  the  project  costs  are  usually  borne  by  who¬ 
ever  constructs  the  project,  many  of  the  project  benefits  obviously  would  accrue 
to  others  than  those  constructing  a  project,  in  which  case,  presumably,  such  bene¬ 
fits  could  not  be  includable  in  the  consideration  of  the  project.  This  would  be 
a  departure  from  previous  practice  followed  by  the  Commission  and  other  Fed¬ 
eral  agencies. 

Intangible  effects,  that  is,  effects  which  cannot  be  adequately  expressed  as  bene¬ 
fits  or  costs  in  monetary  terms,  may  be  of  sufficient  importance  to  warrant  con¬ 
sideration  in  determining  whether  to  license  a  particular  project.  This  is  recog¬ 
nized  by  section  10  (a)  of  the  Federal  Power  Act,  which  provides  that  a  licensed 
project  must  be  such  as  in  the  judgment  of  the  Commission  will  be  best  adapted 
to  a  comprehensive  plan  for  various  beneficial  public  uses,  including  recreational 
purposes.  Although  the  Commission  believes  that  in  project  selection  reliance 
should  be  placed  mainly  on  tangible  primary  benefits,  care  should  be  taken  not 
to  overlook  or  minimize  any  intangible  effects  such  as  the  possible  loss  of  a  scenic 
or  historic  site,  or  the  conservation  of  fuel  resources,  merely  because  such  in¬ 
tangible  effects  do  not  yield  to  precise  dollar  valuation. 

The  bill  stipulates  (p.  2,  lines  22-25)  that  in  computing  Federal  projects  costs 
the  interest  rate  to  be  used,  unless  otherwise  provided  by  law,  is  to  be  the  aver¬ 
age  rate  on  all  outstanding  marketable  obligations  of  the  United  States  Treas¬ 
ury.  The  Commission  believes  that  it  would  be  more  appropriate  to  fix  the 
interest  rate  on  the  Federal  investment  on  the  basis  of  the  long-term  borrowing 
rate  of  the  Federal  Government  at  the  time  the  investment  is  incurred ;  and  that 
as  an  alternative  for  determining  that  interest  rate  during  years  in  which  no 
long-term  bonds  were  issued,  the  rate  could  be  determined  with  reasonable  ac¬ 
curacy  on  the  basis  of  the  rate  of  yield  at  that  time  on  outstanding  long-term 
Government  bonds. 

The  section  of  the  bill  defining  “net  public  benefits”  would  require  the  Com- 
mision  to  compare  a  hydroelectric  project  that  “could  be  considered  to  be  con¬ 
structed  by  the  United  States”  on  the  basis  of  costs  that  would  result  from 
Federal  construction  and  financing  with  a  possible  alternative  hydroelectric 
project  that  “would  be  expected  to  be  constructed  by  a  private  corporation”  on 
the  basis  of  costs  that  would  result  from  private  construction  and  financing 
with  a  resultant  higher  interest  rate.  As  a  measure  of  public  benefits  from 
construction,  this  is  neither  realistic  nor  sound,  for  it  compares  factors  which 
are  not  similar.  To  avoid  complications  and  furnish  a  sound  basis  of  judgment, 
the  Commission  and  other  Federal  agencies  for  years  have  assumed  that  the 
same  interest  rate  would  be  applicable  to  each  project  in  comparing  the  eco¬ 
nomics  of  two  or  more  possible  alternative  projects.  Comparison  of  two  or 
more  such  projects,  utilizing  a  different  interest  rate  for  each  as  proposed  in  the 
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bill,  would  be  of  little  value  in  determining  which  project  would  be  more  eco¬ 
nomic  for  either  Federal  or  private  construction. 

It  is  contemplated  (p  3,  lines  4-16)  that  where  comparisons  between  projects 
which  are  possible  for  construction  by  the  United  States  and  by  others  are 
affected  by  differences  in  construction  standards,  or  payments  or  nonpayments 
of  taxes,  or  interest  rates,  or  other  factors,  then  the  Commission  shall  also  make 
comparisons  in  terms  of  physical  quantites  of  the  benefits  produced  in  power, 
flood  control,  and  other  public  uses,  so  as  to  show  which  project  will  produce 
the  maximum  physical  benefits,  provided  that  such  comparisons  shall  be  made 
only  for  such  projects  the  costs  of  which  are  not  in  excess  of  the  benefits  ac¬ 
cording  to  the  particular  methods  of  measuring  costs  and  benefits  appropriate  to 
each  project.  This  procedure  is  manifestly  impractical  and  unrealistic  because 
such  comparisons  of  the  physical  outputs  of  projects  would  not  be  meaningful 
unless  the  cost  of  securing  the  benefits  is  determined  for  each  project  on  a  com¬ 
parable  basis.  Comparisons  of  the  type  envisioned  by  the  bill  could  be  appro¬ 
priately  made  only  by  assuming  the  same  type  of  financing  for  each  project  to 
be  compared. 

The  Commission’s  oldest  activity  is  its  licensing  function  which  dates  back 
to  the  Federal  Water  Power  Act  of  1920,  now  part  I  of  the  Federal  Power  Act. 
Pursuant,  to  that  authority,  the  Commission  issues  licenses  to  citizens,  corpora¬ 
tions,  States,  and  municipalities  authorizing  the  construction,  operation,  and 
maintenance  of  waterpower  projects  on  Government  lands  and  on  streams  over 
which  the  Congress  has  jurisdiction.  It  may  also  issue  licenses  to  such  non- 
Federal  interests  for  the  purpose  of  utilizing  the  surplus  water  or  waterpower 
from  a  Government  dam.  Licenses  issued  under  the  Federal  Power  Act  are  for 
fixed  periods  not  exceeding  50  years  and  contain  terms  which  protect  both  the 
licensee  and  the  public  interest. 

In  the  administration  of  these  licensing  powers  it  is  the  practice  of  the  Com¬ 
mission  to  notify  interested  Federal  agencies,  governors,  and  State  and  local 
agencies  of  the  filing  of  applications  for  preliminary  permits  and  licenses  for 
hydroelectric  power  projects,  thus  giving  them  an  opportunity  to  present  ob¬ 
jections  or  other  comments,  and  to  participate  as  interested  parties  in  apropriate 
cases.  Similar  action  is  taken  by  the  Commission  in  regard  to  an  application 
for  the  amendment  of  a  license.  Copies  of  license  instruments  concerning 
waterpower  projects  are  furnished  to  various  interested  Federal  and  State  agen¬ 
cies  in  accordance  with  established  practice. 

Public  notices  of  the  filing  of  applications  for  major  power  projects  are  pub¬ 
lished  for  4  weeks  in  local  newspapers  and  once  in  the  Federal  Register,  and 
notices  by  letter  are  given  to  interested  Members  of  Congress  and  to  officials 
of  counties  and  municipalities  which  might  be  affected  by  or  interested  in  the 
project.  Interested  parties  may  object  or  request  hearings,  which  are  occasion¬ 
ally  held  in  the  px-oject  area. 

Furthermore,  before  action  is  taken  on  an  application,  the  Secretary  of  the 
Army,  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  and  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  are  re¬ 
quested  to  make  recommendations  with  respect  to  matters  in  which  they  have 
an  interest,  including  navigation,  flood  control,  conservation  of  land  and  water 
resources,  and  fl.sh  and  wildlife  preservation.  If  the  interests  of  other  Govern¬ 
ment  departments  or  agencies  are  involved,  they  also  are  invited  to  submit  their 
views. 

Closely  allied  with  the  licensing  activities  are  the  Commission’s  studies  and 
investigations  of  river  basins  and  its  power  market  surveys.  Under  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  the  Federal  Power  Act,  the  Commission  is  given  broad  authority 
to  make  investigations  and  collect  data  concerning  the  utilization  of  our  water¬ 
power  resources,  and  is  authorized  to  cooperate  with  the  executive  departments 
and  other  agencies  of  the  Federal  Government  and  with  State  governments  in 
such  investigations.  The  Commission’s  investigating  authority  was  broadened 
by  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  1938  and  subsequent  Flood  Control  and  River  and 
Harbor  Acts,  which  provided  that  power  penstocks  shall  be  installed  at  Federal 
dams  therein  authorized  when  approved  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  upon 
recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  and  the  Federal  Power  Commission. 

These  river  basin  and  power  market  studies  are  utilized  by  the  Commission 
in  the  issuance  of  licenses,  and  also  for  advising  and  making  formal  recommen¬ 
dations  to  the  Federal  constructing  agencies  on  power  matters.  Cooperative 
arrangements  have  been  established  with  the  Corps  of  Engineers  and  with  the 
Bureau  of  Reclamation  for  furnishing  advice  and  assistance  on  power  matters. 
This  cooperation  begins  in  the  early  planning  stages  between  the  staffs  of  the 
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Commission’s  regional  offices  and  the  field  representatives  of  the  constructing 
agencies. 

By  the  procedures  outlined  above,  alternative  projects  and  plans  are  fully 
investigated  and  weighed,  and  all  interested  persons  and  agencies  have  an  op¬ 
portunity  to  be  heard  and  to  protect  their  interests  before  the  Commission  acts 
on  an  application. 

The  Federal  Power  Act  came  as  the  culmination  of  decades  of  study  and  ex¬ 
perience  by  trial  and  error  which  demonstrated  that  administrative  government 
machinery  testing  all  project  proposals  by  the  measuring  rod  of  comprehensive 
development  was  essential  to  the  optimum  utilization  of  the  Nation’s  water  re¬ 
sources  in  the  public  interest.  Late  in  the  19th  century  and  in  the  early  years 
of  the  20th  century,  the  Congress  itself  undertook  to  examine  and  license  by 
separate  statutes  each  individual  non-Federal  hydroelectric  project  proposal. 
This  practice  did  not  assure  consistency  with  the  public  interest  because  the 
Congress  was  not  equipped  technically  to  examine  proposals  from  the  point  of 
view  of  optimum  development  of  the  resources  of  the  region  involved.  Further¬ 
more,  the  lack  of  uniform  standards  made  determination  of  the  best  multipurpose 
development  impossible  and  tended  toward  piecemeal,  limited  development  of 
the  better  hydroelectric  sites. 

These  deficiencies  were  early  recognized  by  Presidents  Theodore  Boosevelt 
and  William  Howard  Taft  who  refused  to  approve  individual  licensing  bills  and 
who  urged  upon  the  Congress  the  necessity  for  legislation  of  general  application 
that  would  establish  standards  to  be  met  by  non-Federal  project  proposals. 

Out  of  this  and  after  prolonged  study  by  congressional  committees  and  com¬ 
missions  established  to  develop  a  national  water  policy  came  the  Federal  Water 
Power  Act  of  1920.  The  concept  of  comprehensive  river-basin  development  is 
now  generally  recognized  as  one  of  the  keystones  of  the  Federal  Power  Act.  The 
Supreme  Court  pointed  this  out  in  First  Iowa  Cooperative  v.  Federal  Power  Com¬ 
mission  (328  U.  S.  152, 180-181 ) ,  when  it  said  that  the  Power  Act — 

*  *  *  was  the  outgrowth  of  a  widely  supported  effort  of  the  conservationists 
to  secure  enactment  of  a  complete  scheme  of  national  regulation  which  would 
promote  the  comprehensive  development  of  the  water  resources  of  the  Nation, 
insofar  as  it  was  within  the  reach  of  the  Federal  power  to  do  so,  instead  of  the 
piecemeal,  restrictive,  negative  approach  of  the  River  and  Harbor  Acts  and  other 
Federal  laws  previously  enacted. 

Fundamental  policies  of  the  Federal  Power  Act  and  the  scheme  of  administra¬ 
tive  licensing  thereby  established  have  withstood  the  test  of  critical  examination 
over  a  long  period  of  years.  As  the  Supreme  Court  said  in  the  Roanoke  Rapids 
case  ( Chapman  v.  Federal  Power  Commission,  345  U.  S.  153,  167),  “From  the 
time  that  the  importance  of  power  sites  was  brought  to  public  and  congressional 
consciousness  during  the  adminitration  of  President  Theodore  Roosevelt,  the 
significant  development  has  been  the  devising  of  a  general  power  policy  instead 
of  ad  hoc  action  by  Congress,  with  all  the  difficulties  and  dangers  of  local  pressures 
and  logrolling  to  which  such  action  gave  rise.  See  the  veto  messages  of  Presi¬ 
dents  Roosevelt  and  Taft,  e.  g.,  (36  Cong.  Rec.  3071  (Muscle  Shoals,  Ala.,  1903) )  ; 
(42  Cong.  Rec.  4698  (Rainy  River,  1908)  ;  H.  R.  Doc.  No.  1350,  60th  Cong.,  2d 
sess.  (James  River,  1909))  ;  (H.  R.  Doc.  No.  899,  62d  Cong.,  2d  sess.  (White 
River,  1912));  (S.  Doc.  No.  949,  62d  Cong.,  2d  sess.  (Coosa  River,  1912)).” 
For  an  extensive  review  of  the  need  for  integration  of  Federal  activities  affecting 
water  uses  see,  e.  g.,  Report  of  Secretary  of  War  Stimson  (H.  Doc.  929,  62d 
Cong.,  2d  sess.,  pp.  32-35  (1912) ) . 

In  exercising  the  licensing  responsibility  vested  in  it  under  the  Federal  Power 
Act  the  Commission  must  give  consideration  to  a  number  of  factors,  such  as  the 
waterpower  industry  and  its  relation  to  other  industries  and  to  commerce ;  to 
the  public  demand  for  power ;  to  the  location,  capacity,  development  costs,  and  re¬ 
lation  of  power  sites  to  markets ;  to  the  possibility  of  utilizing  Government  dams ; 
to  determination  of  the  situations  under  which  waterpower  resources  should 
be  reserved  for  Federal  development ;  and  what  type  ( run-of-river,  water  storage, 
peakload  or  baseload)  waterpower  construction  would  be  best  adapted  to  com¬ 
prehensive  development  in  relation  to  the  needs  of  commerce,  navigation,  irri¬ 
gation,  municipal  water  supply,  flood  control,  recreation,  and  other  uses.  There¬ 
fore,  the  method  of  developing  the  waterpower  resources  available  at  a  par¬ 
ticular  site  is  affected  by  the  general  economy  of  a  region,  the  power  require¬ 
ments,  and  other  economic  factors.  Such  resources  should  not  be  underdeveloped 
and  it  is  likewise  not  good  economy  to  permit  undue  interference  by  waterpower 
projects  with  other  beneficial  public  uses.  In  every  case  of  possible  conflict  be¬ 
tween  different  uses  of  a  particular  water  resource,  somebody  must  decide  which 
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use  or  uses  shall  be  made  and  what  limitations  upon  other  uses  are  necessary 
to  protect  the  use  or  uses  selected  as  offering  the  maximum  overall  public 
benefits. 

The  weighing  of  all  of  these  important  elements  and  the  approval  or  disap¬ 
proval  of  a  particular  project  proposal  necessarily  calls  for  the  exercise  of  expert 
judgment.  Congress,  therefore,  after  years  of  experimenting  with  the  problem, 
finally  entrusted  to  the  discretion  of  the  Commission  the  determination  of  delicate 
and  complex  economic  and  technical  questions  of  what  project  is  best  adapted  to 
a  comprehensive  plan  for  the  improvement  or  utilization  of  the  water  resources 
of  a  particular  area.  In  order  to  insure  the  continued  effectiveness  of  the  Com¬ 
mission’s  licensing  authority  and  the  exercise  of  such  powers  in  conformity  with 
the  basic  considerations  which  led  to  the  enactment  of  the  Federal  Power  Act, 
it  is  important  that  this  discretion  of  the  Commission  be  preserved  and  not 
circumscribed  by  restrictive  amendments  such  as  those  carried  in  S.  2847  which 
could  impair  a  full  study  and  objective  consideration  of  all  facets  of  the  public 
interest  involved  in  licensing  hydroelectric  projects. 

For  the  reasons  stated  above  the  Commission  believes  that  the  amendments 
proposed  in  S.  2847  are  both  unnecessary  and  undesirable  from  the  standpoint 
of  proper  and  effective  administration  of  the  licensing  provisions  of  the  Federal 
Power  Act.  We  therefore  recommend  against  enactment  of  the  bill.  Commis¬ 
sioner  Connole  concurring  in  part  of  this  report  submitted  a  separate  statement 
which  is  attached. 

- ,  Chairman. 


Connole,  Commissioner,  concurring  in  part : 

I  believe  that  this  report  fairly  and  accurately  states  the  Commission’s  and  the 
courts’  interpretation  of  the  intent  of  the  Congress  in  setting  up  the  national 
water  resources  policy  contained  in  the  Federal  Power  Act.  I  believe,  also,  that 
it  fairly  and  accurately  expresses  the  Commission’s  responsibilities  in  administer¬ 
ing  that  policy.  If  enacted  this  bill  would  establish  a  new  water  resources  policy 
and  alter  our  responsibilities  in  administering  it.  I  believe  this  potential  result 
should  be  made  known  to  the  Congress  when  we  respond  to  its  request  for  com¬ 
ment.  I  concur,  therefore,  in  so  much  of  this  report  that  does  so. 

Whether  existing  policy  should  be  changed  or  preserved,  however,  is  a  decision 
solely  for  the  Congress  whose  creature  we  are.  As  I  have  stated  on  other 
occasions,1 1  am  convinced  that  the  Commission  has  no  right  as  an  agency  of  the 
Congress  to  express  an  opinion  on  such  matters  unless  we  have  persuasive  facts 
or  reasons  at  our  disposal  not  available  to  the  Congress.  No  such  facts  or  reasons 
have  been  brought  to  my  attention  here.  Therefore,  I  do  not  associate  myself 
with  so  much  of  this  report  that  would  express  an  opinion  one  way  or  the  other 
on  whether  existing  water  resources  policy  or  our  responsibilities  under  it  should 
be  preserved  or  changed.  On  such  matters  I  have  neither  the  right  nor  the  in¬ 
clination  to  comment. 

William  A.  Connole. 

The  Chairman.  Now  we  will  be  glad  to  include  in  the  record  a  state¬ 
ment  from  Alex  Ratlin.  We  will  put  his  communication  in  the  record, 
also  Don  Lane,  Secretary  of  the  State  Water  Resources  Board,  State 
of  Oregon. 

(The  statements  are  as  follows :) 

Washington,  D.  C.,  March  6, 1958. 

Senator  Wariien  Magnuson, 

Chairman,  Merchant  Marine  Subcommittee,  Senate  Interstate  and  For¬ 
eign  Commerce  Committee,  Senate  Office  Building,  Washington,  D.  C.: 

American  Public  Power  Association  requests  permission  to  file  statement  in 
opposition  to  S.  3185  for  record  of  your  subcommittee’s  hearings. 

Alex  Radin,  General  Manager. 

Seattle,  Wash.,  March  5, 1958. 

Senator  Warren  Magnuson, 

Senate  Office  Building,  Washington,  D.  C. : 

Utilities  in  this  region  very  much  opposed  to  S.  3185.  Increased  difficulties 
with  fish  and  wildlife  could  delay  FPC  licenses  for  hydroprojects  indefinitely. 

Jack  D.  Stevens. 


1  E.  g.,  36th  Annual  Report  of  the  Federal  Power  Commission  for  the  Year  1956,  footnote, 

p.  20. 
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State  of  Oregon, 

State  Water  Resources  Board, 

Salem.,  February  28,  1958. 


Hon.  Warren  G.  Magnuson, 

Chairman,  Senate  Committee  on  Interstate  and  Foreign  Commerce, 
Senate  Office  Building,  Washington,  D.  C. 


Dear  Senator  Magnuson  :  We  have  been  advised  that  the  Senate  Committee 
on  Interstate  and  Foreign  Commerce  will  hold  hearings  March  6  and  7,  1958, 
on  S.  3185. 

It  will  not  be  possible  for  the  State  Water  Resources  Board  to  have  a  repre¬ 
sentative  present  to  present  a  statement  to  your  committee. 

We  hope  that  the  Board's  views,  as  contained  in  this  letter,  may  be  presented 
to  the  committee  for  consideration  and  incorporated  into  the  record. 

The  State  Water  Resources  Board  of  Oregon  has  considered  S.  3185  and  finds 
first,  that  the  enactment  of  this  bill  would  be  in  conflict  with  the  basic  concept 
of  the  1955  Water  Resources  Act  of  Oregon  which  states  that  multiple  use  of 
water  shall  be  achieved  for  the  maximum  benefit  of  the  State  as  a  whole. 

S.  3185  would  have  the  effect  of  placing  the  conservation  of  migratory  fish 
and  game  as  the  highest  use  of  wTater  on  any  stream  wherein  applications  for 
hydroelectric  projects  before  the  Federal  Power  Commission  are  being  considered. 
It  is  inconceivable  that  any  proposed  project  on  a  stream  which  is  the  habitat  or 
provides  passage  for  migratory  fish  would  not  be  construed  as  detrimental  by 
the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service. 

It  is  our  opinion  that  the  enactment  of  S.  3185  would  result  in  the  inability 
of  the  Federal  Power  Commission  to  license  a  project  on  any  major  stream  in 
the  State  of  Oregon. 

We  do  recommend  that  the  Federal  Power  Act  be  modified  to  require  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Power  Commission  to  give  due  regard  to  fish  and  wildlife  as  well  as  other 
beneficial  uses  and  means  of  control  of  water  as  a  criteria  for  comprehensive 
development. 

Very  truly  yours, 


Don  Lane,  Secretary. 


Federal  Power  Commission, 
Washington,  D.  C.,  March  3,  1958. 

Hon.  Warren  G,  Magnuson, 

Chairman,  Committee  on  Interstate  and  Foreign  Commerce, 

United  States  Senate,  Washington,  D.  C. 

Dear  Mr.  Chairman:  In  response  to  your  request  of  January  20,  1958,  there 
are  enclosed  copies  of  the  report  of  the  Federal  Power  Commission  on  the  subject 

bill. 


Sincerely  yours, 


Frederick  Stuecic, 

Acting  Chairman. 


Federal  Power  Commission  Report  on  S.  3185,  85th  Congress 

Section  4  (e)  of  the  Federal  Power  Act  authorizes  the  Commission  to  issue 
licenses  to  non-Federal  entities  for  the  purpose  of  constructing,  operating,  and 
maintaining  waterpower  developments  on  any  of  the  streams  over  which  Con¬ 
gress  has  jurisdiction  under  its  authority  to  regulate  interstate  or  foreign  com¬ 
merce,  or  upon  lands  of  the  United  States  (except  national  parks  or  national 
monuments),  or  for  the  purpose  of  utilizing  the  surplus  water  or  water  power 
from  any  Government  dam.1 


1  Sec.  4.  The  Commission  is  hereby  authorized  and  empowered— 

(e)  To  issue  licenses  to  citizens  of  the  United  States,  or  to  any  association  of  such  citi¬ 
zens,  or  to  any  corporation  organized  under  the  laws  of  the  United  States  or  any  State 
thereof,  or  to  any  State  or  municipality  for  the  purpose  of  constructing,  operating,  and 
maintaining  dams,  water  conduits,  reservoirs,  power  houses,  transmission  lines,  or  other 
project  works  necessary  or  convenience  for  the  development  and  improvement  of  naviga¬ 
tion  and  for  the  development,  transmission,  and  utilization  of  power  across,  along,  from 
or  in  any  of  the  streams  or  other  bodies  of  water  over  which  Congress  has  jurisdiction 
under  its  authority  to  regulate  commerce  with  foreign  nations  and  among  the  several 
States,  or  upon  any  part  of  the  public  lands  and  reservations  of  the  United  States  (includ¬ 
ing  the  Territories),  or  for  the  purpose  of  utilizing  the  surplus  water  or  water  power  from 
any  Government  dam.  except  as  herein  provided  :  Provided,  That  licenses  shall  be  issued 
within  any  reservation  only  after  a  finding  by  the  Commission  that  the  license  will  not 
interfere  or  be  inconsistent  with  the  purpose  for  which  such  reservation  was  created  or 
acquired,  and  shall  be  subject  to  and  contain  such  conditions  as  the  Secretary  of  the 
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This  bill  would  amend  section  4  (e)  of  the  Federal  Power  Act  by  adding,  at 
the  end  of  the  first  sentence,  the  following  proviso  : 

And  provided  further,  That  no  license  shall  be  issued  until  the  plans  for  the 
project  have  been  approved  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  after  consultation 
with  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  of  the  Department  of  the  Interior,  as  not 
being  detrimental  to  the  conservation  of  migratory  fish  and  game. 

Before  issuing  a  license  for  hydroelectric  development  under  section  4  (e)  the 
Commission  is  required  to  find  under  section  10  (a)  of  the  act* 2  that  the  project 
shall  he  such  as  in  the  judgment  of  the  Commission  will  be  best  adapted  to  a 
comprehensive  plan  of  development  of  the  water  resources  for  power  and  all  other 
beneficial  public  uses  including,  of  course,  conservation  and  preservation  of  fish' 
and  wildlife  resources. 

Notice  of  each  application  for  a  permit  or  license  is  referred  to  the  United 
States  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  through  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  and  to  the 
State  fish  and  wildlife  agencies  involved  for  reports  and  recommendations  in 
accordance  with  the  Wildlife  Resources  Coordination  Act  (16  U.  S.  C.  661). 

In  many  cases  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  has  reported  in  substance  that  a 
proposed  project  would  be  detrimental  to  the  conservation  of  migratory  fish  or 
game.  Upon  receipt  of  such  recommendations  they  are  referred  to  the  applicant. 
Thereafter,  with  only  two  major  exceptions,  the  applicants  and  the  fish  and  wild¬ 
life  agencies  have,  with  the  aid  of  the  Commission,  resolved  their  differences 
without  the  necessity  of  a  hearing  on  those  questions.  Hearings  were  held  by 
the  Commission  in  the  two  cases  in  which  agreement  was  not  reached  and  licenses 
were  issued  by  the  Commission  subject,  however,  to  the  construction  and  opera¬ 
tion  of  fish  facilities  to  be  prescribed  by  the  Commission  upon  further  study 
and  recommendations  by  the  Secretary  and  the  State  fish  and  wildlife  agencies. 

One  of  these  two  cases  involved  a  project  by  the  city  of  Tacoma,  Washington, 
on  the  Cowlitz  River  (10  FPC  424).  The  cost  of  the  fish  facilities  for  the  city 
of  Tacoma  project  has  been  estimated  at  $7,100,000  and  the  city,  working  in  co¬ 
operation  with  the  fish  and  wildlife  agencies,  has  financed  studies  resulting  in 
the  design  of  facilities  which  have  been  recommended  by  the  fish  agencies  for 
other  projects  since  licensed  by  the  Commission,  which  would  indicate  an  aware¬ 
ness  on  both  sides  of  the  public  interest  in  fish  and  wildlife  preservation  and 
protection. 

The  other  case  in  which  the  applicant  and  the  fish  agencies  were  unable  to 
agree  involved  the  Pelton  project  of  Portland  General  Electric  Co.  on  the 
Deschutes  River  in  Oregon  (10  FPC  445).  Fish  facilities  similar  to  those  de¬ 
signed  in  connection  with  the  city  of  Takoma  project  for  passing  downstream 
migrants  have  been  installed  at  the  Pelton  project.  The  total  cost  of  fish  fa¬ 
cilities  at  the  Pelton  project  was  about  $4,788,000  out  of  a  total  project  cost  of 
about  $20,250,000,  a  rather  substantial  proportion.  The  studies  made  in  con¬ 
nection  with  the  city  of  Tacoma  project  give  every  indication  of  solving  the 
downstream  migratory  fish  problem  at  high  dams.  In  any  event  these  ex¬ 
tensive  and  helpful  studies  would  not  have  been  made  in  connection  with  either 
project,  if  licenses  had  not  been  issued,  and  it  is  believed  that  the  net  result  in 
each  case  will  be  wider  use  of  recreational  values  than  without  the  developments. 


department  under  whose  supervision  such  reservation  falls  shall  deem  necessary  for  the 
adequate  protection  and  utilization  of  .such  reservation  :  Provided  further.  That  no  license 
affecting  the  navigable  capacity  of  any  navigable  waters  of  the  United  States  shall  be 
issued  until  the  plans  of  the  dam  or  other  structures  affecting  navigation  have  been  ap¬ 
proved  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  and  the  Secretary  of  War.  Whenever  the  contemplated 
improvement  is,  in  the  judgment  of  the  Commission,  desirable  and  justified  in  the  public 
interest  for  the  purpose  of  improving  or  developing  a  waterway  or  waterways  for  the  use 
or  benefit  of  interstate  or  foreign  commerce,  a  finding  to  that  effect  shall  be  made  by  the 
Commission  and  shall  become  a  part  of  the  records  of  the  Commission  :  Provided  further. 
That  in  case  the  Commission  shall  find  that  any  Government  dam  may  be  advantageously 
used  by  the  United  States  for  public  purposes  in  addition  to  navigation,  no  license  therefor 
shall  be  issued  until  2  years  after  it  shall  have  reported  to  Congress  the  facts  and  condi¬ 
tions  relating  thereto,  except  that  this  provision  shall  not  apply  to  any  Government  dam 
constructed  prior  to  June  10,  1920  :  and  provided-  further,  That  upon  the  filing  of  any 
application  for  a  license  which  has  not  been  preceded  by  a  preliminary  permit  under  sub¬ 
section  (f)  of  this  section,  notice  shall  be  given  and  published  as  required  by  the  proviso 
of  said  subsection. 

2  Sec.  10.  All  licenses  issued  under  this  part  shall  be  on  the  following  conditions  : 

(a)  That  the  project  adopted,  including  the  maps,  plans,  and  specifications,  shall  be 
such  as  in  the  judgment  of  the  Commission  will  be  best  adapted  to  a  comprehensive  plan 
for  improving  or  developing  a  waterway  or  waterways  for  the  use  or  benefit  of  interstate 
or  foreign  commerce,  for  the  improvement  and  utilization  of  water-power  development,  and 
for  other  beneficial  public  uses,  including  recreational  purposes  ;  and  if  necessary  in  order 
to  secure  such  plan  the  Commission  shall  have  authority  to  require  the  modification  of  any 
project  and  of  the  plans  and  specifications  of  the  project  works  before  approval. 
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The  question  of  the  detrimental  effect  of  a  proposed  project  on  recreation  and 
the  conservation  of  migratory  fish  and  game  is  one  of  several  factors  which 
must  be  considered  as  of  public  significance  in  determining  whether  a  project 
meets  the  standards  of  section  10  (a)  of  the  act  and  the  Commission’s 
findings  with  respect  to  those  questions  must  be  supported  by  substantial  evi¬ 
dence.  There  are  occasions  when  the  public  is  better  served  by  retaining  water 
resources  in  their  natural  state  and  foregoing  waterpower  development.  An 
instance  of  this  character  occurred  when  power  development  was  sought  on  the 
Namekagon  River  in  Wisconsin.  Notwithstanding  the  power  benefits,  the  Com¬ 
mission  denied  a  license  and  was  affirmed  by  the  Seventh  Circuit  Court  of 
Appeals.  Namekagon  Hydro  Company  v.  F.  P.  C.,  216  F.  2d  509  (1954).  The 
court  there  said  that  “Congress  was  aware  that  conflicting  interests  would,  in 
all  likelihood,  be  encountered  when  it  formulated  the  statutory  guides  to  be 
found  in  section  10  (a)  of  the  act.” 

The  Federal  Water  Power  Act  came  as  the  culmination  of  decades  of  study 
and  experience  by  trial  and  error  which  demonstrated  that  administrative  gov¬ 
ernmental  machinery  testing  all  waterpower  project  proposals  by  the  measuring 
rod  of  comprehensive  development  was  essential  to  the  optimum  utilization  of 
the  Nation’s  water  resources  in  the  public  interest  for  all  beneficial  public  uses. 
Late  in  the  19th  century  and  in  the  early  years  of  the  20th  century,  the  Congress 
itself  undertook  to  examine  and  license  by  separate  statutes  each  individual  non- 
Federal  hydroelectric  project  proposal.  This  practice  assured  neither  maximum 
utilization  for  the  public  good  nor  consistency  with  the  public  interest.  Further¬ 
more,  the  lack  of  uniform  standards  made  determination  of  the  best  multipur¬ 
pose  development  impossible  and  tended  toward  piecemeal,  limited  development 
rather  than  development  under  the  standards  later  specified  in  section  10  (a) 
of  the  Federal  Power  Act. 

The  deficiencies  in  ad  hoc  action  by  Congress  were  early  recognized  by  Presi¬ 
dents  Theodore  Roosevelt  and  William  Howard  Taft  who  refused  to  approve  in¬ 
dividual  licensing  bills  and  who  urged  upon  the  Congress  the  necessity  for 
legislation  of  general  application  with  congressional  standards  to  be  met  by  non- 
Federal  project  proposals. 

Out  of  these  Presidential  observations  and  after  prolonged  study  by  congres¬ 
sional  committees  and  commissions  established  to  develop  a  national  water  policy 
came  the  Federal  Water  Power  Act  of  1920.  The  concept  of  comprehensive 
river-basin  development  is  now  generally  recognized  as  the  keystone  of  the 
Federal  Power  Act.  The  Supreme  Court  pointed  this  out  in  First  Ioiua  Coopera¬ 
tive  v.  Federal  Power  Commission  (328  U.  S.  152,  180-181),  when  it  said  that  the 
Power  Act : 

“*  *  *  was  the  outgrowth  of  a  widely  supported  effort  of  the  conservationists 
to  secure  enactment  of  a  complete  scheme  of  national  regulation  which  would 
promote  the  comprehensive  development  of  the  water  resources  of  the  Nation, 
insofar  as  it  was  within  the  reach  of  the  Federal  power  to  do  so,  instead  of  the 
piecemeal,  restrictive,  negative  approach  of  the  River  and  Harbor  Acts  and  other 
Federal  laws  previously  enacted.” 

Fundamental  policies  of  the  Federal  Power  Act  and  the  scheme  of  administra¬ 
tive  licensing  thereby  established  with  primary  responsibility  vested  in  the 
Federal  Power  Commission  as  an  independent  bipartisan  arm  of  Congress  have 
withstood  local  pressures  and  the  test  of  critical  examination  over  a  long  period 
of  years.  As  the  Supreme  Court  said  in  the  Roanoke  Rapids  case  ( Chapman  v. 
Federal  Power  Commission  (345  U.  S.  153,  167),  “From  the  time  that  the  impor¬ 
tance  of  power  sites  was  brought  to  public  and  congressional  consciousness  during 
the  administration  of  President  Theodore  Roosevelt,  the  significant  development 
has  been  the  devising  of  a  general  power  policy  instead  of  ad  hoc  action  by 
Congress,  with  all  the  difficulties  and  dangers  of  local  pressures  and  logrolling 
to  which  such  action  gave  rise.”  See  the  veto  messages  of  Presidents  Roosevelt 
and  Taft :  e.  g.,  36  Congressional  Record,  page  3071  (Muscle  Shoals,  Ala.,  1903)  ;  42 
Congressional  Record,  page  4698  (Rainy  River,  1908)  ;  House  Document  1350,  60th 
Congress,  2d  session  (James  River.  1909)  :  House  Document  899,  62d  Congress, 
2d  session  (White  River,  1912)  ;  Senate  Document  949,  62d  Congress,  2d  session 
(Coosa  River,  1912).  For  an  extensive  review  of  the  need  for  integration  of 
Federal  activities  affecting  water  uses  see ;  e.  g.,  Report  of  Secretary  of  War 
Stimson,  House  Document  929,  62d  Congress,  3d  session,  pages  32-35  (1912). 

The  Federal  Power  Commission  was  created  as  an  independent  regulatory  com¬ 
mission  by  act  of  Congress,  .Tune  23,  1930  (46  Stat.  797).  During  the  preceding 
10-year  period  administration  of  the  Commission’s  licensing  functions  had  been 
vested  in  the  Secretaries  of  War,  Interior,  and  Agriculture,  constituted  as  an 


182 


FISH  AND  WILDLIFE  LEGISLATION 


ex  officio  commission  by  the  Federal  Water  Power  Act  of  1920.  Experience  over 
that  period  demonstrated  that  this  system  of  divided,  part-time  departmental 
responsibility  was  not  conducive  to  the  development  of  the  comprehensive  and 
vigilant  national  wrater  resources  policy  originally  envisaged  by  the  1920  act. 
This  is  apparent  from  the  legislative  history  of  the  1930  act  which  reorganized 
the  Commission  as  an  independent  agency.  Secretary  of  the  Interior  Wilbur,  in 
expressing  the  administration’s  views  in  support  of  the  change,  stated  to  the 
House  Committee  on  Interstate  and  Foreign  Commerce  (hearings  on  H.  R.  11408, 
71st  Cong.,  2d  sess.,  pp.  48-49)  : 

“I  agree  with  Secretary  [of  Agriculture]  Hyde  that  we  can  well  allow  these 
departments  to  be  represented  at  hearings  before  the  commission  to  present  phases 
of  departmental  interest,  rather  than  to  have  the  control  remain  in  the  depart¬ 
ments.  Otherwise,  even  though  you  set  up  the  commission,  you  will  leave  in  the 
hands  of  the  Secretaries,  or  in  the  hands  of  the  Bureau  heads,  the  power  to  negate 
whatever  the  commission  may  want  to  do,  that  is,  to  ask  the  consent  of  the  de¬ 
partment  involved. 

“I  cannot  conceive  of  this  Federal  Power  Commission  really  being  effective 
unless  it  controls  all  power  sites  where  it  grants  licenses,  for  if  you  have  to  ask 
the  permission  of  this  department  or  that  department,  there  will  be  difficulties 
that  will  be  absolutely  impossible  to  overcome.” 

In  thus  pointing  to  the  necessity  for  resolution  of  interagency  conflicts,  Sec¬ 
retary  Wilbur  was  not  only  speaking  for  himself  but  for  the  Secretaries  of  Agri¬ 
culture  and  War  (who  with  him  comprised  the  Federal  Power  Commission)  and 
for  the  administration.  The  unfortunate  history  of  the  Federal  Power  Commis¬ 
sion  up  to  that  time  was  a  tragic  reminder  of  the  difficulty  which  reasonable  men 
may  encounter  in  trying  to  work  together  without  centralization  of  responsibility. 
This  was  especially  apparent  where  the  executive  departments  (Interior  and 
War)  had  construction  and  operating  responsibilities  in  reclamation,  flood  con¬ 
trol,  navigation,  and  power  distribution,  which  would  tend  to  have  an  influence 
upon  their  decisions  in  power  licensing  cases.  Congress,  itself,  has  recognized 
the  role  of  an  independent  agency  by  directing  that  rates  for  the  sale  by  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  the  Interior  of  power  generated  at  certain  Federal  flood-control  projects 
should  be  submitted  for  approval  bv  the  Federal  Power  Commission  (Flood  Con¬ 
trol  Act  of  December  22, 1944,  58  Stat.  887,  890 ;  16  U.  S.  C.  825s) . 

For  another  thing,  by  reason  of  their  location  many  of  the  potential  hydro¬ 
electric  projects  may  be  expected  to  be  in  some  manner  detrimental  to  the  con¬ 
servation  of  migratory  fish  and  game.  The  bill  makes  no  provision  for  balancing 
of  the  detriments  against  the  benefits,  for  it  simply  prohibits  the  issuance  of  a 
license  where  there  is  detriment.  Under  the  present  situation,  however,  the  over¬ 
all  public  good  is  examined  and  where  the  benefits  clearly  outweigh  the  detriments, 
the  water  resources  can  be  put  to  the  most  beneficial  public  uses.  Moreover,  as 
previously  mentioned,  this  has  resulted  in  more  extended  study  of  remedial  meas¬ 
ures  than  would  obtain  if  streams  were  left  in  their  natural  state  without  the  in¬ 
genuity  of  man  to  protect  fish  and  wildlife  and,  indeed,  even  to  augment  these 
great  natural  resources. 

In  order  to  insure  the  continued  effectiveness  of  the  licensing  provisions  of  the 
Federal  Power  Act  and  the  exercise  of  such  powers  in  conformity  with  the  basic 
considerations  which  led  to  the  enactment  of  the  Federal  Power  Act,  it  is  im¬ 
portant  that  the  Commission’s  authority  to  decide  all  issues  in  accordance  with 
the  evidence  presented  be  preserved  and  not  circumscribed  by  restrictive  amend¬ 
ments  such  as  that  carried  in  S.  3185. 

Finally,  the  enactment  of  such  legislation  is  unnecessary  because  the  interests 
of  all  State  and  Federal  agencies  concerned  with  protection  of  migratory  fish 
and  of  game  are  adequately  safeguarded  by  existing  statutory  provisions  and 
administrative  procedures  for  the  consideration  and  determination  of  licensing 
matters  under  the  act.  The  Commission  therefore  recommends  against  enact¬ 
ment  of  the  bill. 

Frederick  Sttteck,  Acting  Chairman. 


The  Chairman.  That,  concludes  the  witnesses  on  S.  3185,  with  the 
exception  of  the  Department  of  Interior,  so  we  will  now  hear  them. 
Mr.  Winebero',  we  will  be  <rlad  to  hear  from  vou. 

Is  someone  here  representing  Mr.  Gutermuth  ? 
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Mr.  Poole.  I  am,  Mr.  Chairman.  We  have  statements  on  all  three 
of  the  measures. 

The  Chairman.  Let’s  put  them  in  the  record.  (See  p.  222.) 

Mr.  Poole.  If  I  might  say  for  the  record,  Mr.  Gutermuth  asked  me 
to  apologize  to  you  for  his  inability  to  be  here. 

The  Chairman.  I  understand  the  situation. 

Mr.  Poole.  Now,  one  further  question,  Senator  Magnuson,  in  rela¬ 
tion  to  the  duck  stamp  proposal.  We  understand  that  the  Department 
of  Interior  has  submitted  a  proposal  that  is  slightly  modified  from  the 
one  presented  for  distribution  here,  and  I  wonder — will  the  record  be 
open  so  when  we  learn  about  it  we  might  comment  on  it  ? 

The  Chairman.  The  record  will  stay  open  for  about  10  days  or  so, 
and  I  understand  the  Department  of  Interior  will  have  their  statement 
up  here  the  first  of  the  week,  and  we  would  give  anybody  ample  time 
to  comment  on  it. 

Before  we  leave  the  duck  stamp,  does  anyone  else  want  to  testify 
on  the  duck  stamp  matter  ? 

Mr.  Peters.  For  National  Audubon  Society,  I  have  a  supplemental 
statement,  which  I  will  just  submit  for  the  record. 

The  Chairman.  All  right,  that  will  be  submitted. 

SUPPLEMENTAL  STATEMENT  OF  NATIONAL  AUDUBON  SOCIETY, 

SUBMITTED  BY  HAROLD  S.  PETERS,  TECHNICAL  ADVISER,  NA¬ 
TIONAL  AUDUBON  SOCIETY 

Mr.  Peters.  Supplementary  to  our  statement  on  S.  2617  regarding 
the  increase  in  the  price  of  the  duck  stamp,  and  the  allocating  of  a  per¬ 
centage  for  purchase  of  land  for  waterfowl  refuges,  we  wish  to  add 
that  we  favor  the  use  of  all  moneys  from  the  sale  of  such  stamps  for  the 
purchase  of  refuge  lands. 

We  urge  that  funds  necessary  for  operation  and  maintenance  of 
refuges  be  from  appropriated  funds.  Likewise,  funds  necessary  for 
waterfowl  research  and  enforcement  should  be  appropriated,  rather 
than  from  income  from  sale  of  duck  stamps. 

We  still  do  not  favor  the  provision  that  any  percentage  of  national 
wildlife  refuge  acreage  be  open  to  public  hunting. 

Mr.  Callison.  Mr.  Chairman,  my  name  is  Charles  Callison,  of  the 
ISational  Wildlife.  We  submit  a  statement  for  the  record,  and  I  just 
wanted  to  say  that  with  that  statement  we  will  file  evidence  of  a  consid¬ 
erable  and  growing  sportsman  support  for  a  $3  duck  stamp,  and  it  is 
my  opinion  that  there  will  be  enthusiastic  support  for  the  proposal  of 
the  $3  duck  stamp,  all  of  which  will  be  earmarked  for  acquisition  as 
proposed  by  the  Department  of  the  Interior. 

The  Chairman.  We  will  appreciate  that,  because  if  the  committee 
decides  to  pass  that  bill  out,  we  will  need  your  support  when  we  get 
to  the  floor. 

Mr.  Callison.  We  debated  that  in  our  convention  and  they  voted 
overwhelmingly  in  favor  of  it. 

The  Chairman.  All  right,  we  will  leave  the  record  open  on  the 
duck  stamp  and  the  insecticide  bill,  if  anyone  wants  to  make  further 
comments. 

I  will  hear  from  the  Department  of  Interior.  Mr.  Stevens,  do  you 
want  to  appear  first  ? 

Mr.  Stevens.  I  am  Ted  Stevens. 
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STATEMENT  OF  THEODORE  E.  STEVENS,  ASSISTANT  TO  THE  SECRE¬ 
TARY  AND  LEGISLATIVE  COUNSEL,  DEPARTMENT  OE  THE 

INTERIOR ;  ACCOMPANIED  BY  EDWARD  WEINBERG,  ASSISTANT 

SOLICITOR  FOR  BRANCH  OF  POWER,  OFFICE  OF  THE  SOLICITOR ; 

DANIEL  H.  JANZEN,  DIRECTOR,  BUREAU,  SPORTS  FISHERIES  AND 

WILDLIFE;  AND  JAMES  T.  McBROOM,  CHIEF,  BRANCH  OF  RIVER 

BASINS  STUDIES,  BUREAU,  SPORTS  FISHERIES  AND  WILDLIFE 

Mr.  Stevens.  S.  3185  would  amend  subsection  (e)  of  section  4  of 
the  Federal  Power  Act  by  providing  that  no  license  shall  be  issued 
by  the  Federal  Power  Commission  until  plans  for  the  project  have 
been  approved  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  after  consultation  with 
the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  as  not  being  detrimental  to  the  con¬ 
servation  of  migratory  fish  and  game. 

The  bill  would,  in  effect,  vest  in  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  a  veto 
power  over  the  issuance  of  licenses  by  the  Federal  Power  Commis¬ 
sion  if  he  found  that  a  hydroelectric  project  per  se  had  an  adverse 
effect  in  even  the  slightest  degree  on  migratory  fish  and  game. 

S.  3185  raises  an  issue  which  the  Congress  itself  must  decide.  The 
Federal  Power  Commission  is  an  independent  agency.  Whether  it 
should  be  subservient  in  this  controversial  area  to  the  Department  of 
the  Interior  is  an  issue  upon  which  we  make  no  recommendation. 

We  recognize  that  Congress  has  heretofore  imposed  conditions  upon 
the  discretion  of  the  Federal  Power  Commission.  These  conditions 
are  contained  in  the  following  excerpts  from  the  Federal  Power  Act: 

Sec.  4.  (e)  *  *  *  Provided,  That  licenses  shall  be  issued  within  any  reserva¬ 
tion  only  after  a  finding  by  the  Commission  that  the  license  will  not  interfere  or 
be  inconsistent  with  the  purpose  for  which  such  reservation  was  created  or  ac¬ 
quired,  and  shall  be  subject  to  and  contain  such  conditions  as  the  Secretary  of 
the  department  under  whose  supervision  such  reservation  falls  shall  deem  nec¬ 
essary  for  the  adequate  protection  and  utilization  of  such  reservation :  Provided 
further,  That  no  license  affecting  the  navigable  capacity  of  any  navigable  wa¬ 
ters  of  the  United  States  shall  be  issued  until  the  plans  of  the  dam  or  other 
structures  affecting  navigation  have  been  approved  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers 
and  the  Secretary  of  War.  *  *  * 

Sec.  10.  (e)  *  *  *  Provided,  That  when  licenses  are  issued  involving  the  use 
of  Government  dams  or  other  structures  owned  by  the  United  States  or  tribal 
lands  embraced  within  Indian  reservations  the  Commission  shall,  subject  to  the 
approval  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  in  the  case  of  such  dams  or  structures 
in  reclamation  projects  and,  in  the  case  of  such  tribal  lands,  subject  to  the  ap¬ 
proval  of  the  Indian  tribe  having  jurisdiction  of  such  lands  as  provided  in  sec¬ 
tion  16  of  the  act  of  June  18,  1934  (48  Stat.  984),  fix  a  reasonable  annual  charge 
for  the  use  thereof,  *  *  *  . 

Sec.  18.  The  Commission  shall  require  the  construction,  maintenance,  and 
operation  by  a  licensee  at  its  own  expense  of  such  lights  and  signals  as  may  be 
directed  by  the  Secretary  of  War,  and  such  fishways  as  may  be  prescribed  by 
the  Secretary  of  Commerce.  The  operation  of  any  navigation  facilities  which 
may  be  constructed  as  a  part  of  or  in  connection  with  any  dam  or  diversion 
structure  built  under  the  provisions  of  this  act,  whether  at  the  expense  of  a 
licensee  hereunder  or  of  the  United  States,  shall  at  all  times  be  controlled  by 
such  reasonable  rules  and  regulations  in  the  interest  of  navigation,  including  the 
control  of  the  level  of  the  pool  caused  by  such  dam  or  diversion  structure  as 
may  be  made  from  time  to  time  by  the  Secretary  of  War ;  *  *  *  . 

The  Chairman.  Here  I  want  to  place  in  the  record  section  4  of  the 
Federal  Power  Act  as  amended  August  26, 1935. 
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(The  document  referred  to  follows :) 

In  compliance  with  subsection  4  of  rule  XXIX  of  the  Standing 
Eules  of  the  Senate,  changes  in  existing  law  made  by  the  bill  are 
shown  as  follows  (existing  law  proposed  to  be  omitted  is  enclosed  in 
bracket;  new  matter  is  printed  in  italic;  existing  law  in  which  no 
change  is  proposed  is  shown  in  roman)  : 

Federal  Power  Act 

******* 
United  States  Code,  Title  16,  Section  797 

The  Commission  is  authorized  and  empowered — 

(a)  To  make  investigations  and  to  collect  and  record  data  concerning  the 
utilization  of  the  water  resources  *  *  *  the  water  power  industry  *  *  *  loca¬ 
tion,  capacity,  development  costs  *  *  *  sites  *  *  *  Government  dams  *  *  * 
fair  value  *  *  *. 

(b)  To  determine  the  actual  legitimate  original  cost  of  and  the  net  investment 
in  a  licensed  project,  *  *  *. 

(c)  To  cooperate  with  the  executive  departments  *  *  *  of  State  or  National 
governments  in  such  investigations  *  *  *. 

(d)  To  make  public  *  *  *  the  information  secured  hereunder,  *  *  *. 

(e)  To  issue  licenses  to  citizens  of  the  United  States,  or  to  any  corporation 
organized  under  the  laws  of  the  United  States,  or  to  any  corporation  organized 
under  the  laws  of  the  United  States  or  any  State  thereof,  or  to  any  State  or 
municipality  for  the  purpose  of  constructing,  operating,  and  maintaining  dams, 
water  conduits,  reservoirs,  power  houses,  transmission  lines,  or  other  project 
works  necessary  or  convenient  for  the  development  and  improvement  of  navi¬ 
gation  and  for  the  development,  transmission,  and  utilization  of  power  across, 
along,  from,  or  in  any  of  the  streams  or  other  bodies  of  water  over  which 
Congress  has  jurisdiction  under  its  authority  to  regulate  commerce  with  foreign 
nations  and  among  the  several  States,  or  upon  any  part  of  the  public  lands  and 
reservations  of  the  United  States  (including  the  Territories),  or  for  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  utilizing  the  surplus  water  or  water  power  from  any  Government  dam, 
except  as  herein  provided :  Provided,  That  licenses  shall  be  issued  within  any 
reservation  only  after  a  finding  by  the  commission  that  the  license  will  not  in¬ 
terfere  or  be  inconsistent  with  the  purpose  for  which  such  reservation  was  cre¬ 
ated  or  accpiired,  and  shall  be  subject  to  and  contain  such  conditions  as  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  the  department  under  whose  supervision  such  reservation  falls  shall  deem 
necessary  for  the  adequate  protection  and  utilization  of  such  reservations : 
Provided  further,  That  no  license  affecting  the  navigable  capacity  of  any 
navigable  waters  of  the  United  States  shall  be  issued  until  the  plans  of  the 
dam  or  other  structures  affecting  the  navigation  have  been  approved  by  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  and  the  Secretary  of  the  Army.  Whenever  the  contem¬ 
plated  improvement  is,  in  the  judgment  of  the  commission,  desirable  and  justi¬ 
fied  in  the  public  interest  for  the  purpose  of  improving  or  developing  a  water¬ 
way  or  waterways  for  the  use  or  benefit  of  interstate  or  foreign  commerce,  a 
finding  to  that  effect  shall  be  made  by  the  commission  and  shall  become  a  part  of 
the  records  of  the  commission :  Provided  further,  That  in  case  the  commission 
shall  find  that  any  Government  dam  may  be  advantageously  used  by  the  United 
States  for  public  purposes  in  addition  to  navigation,  no  license  therefor  shall  be 
issued  until  two  years  after  it  shall  have  reported  to  Congress  the  facts  and 
conditions  relating  thereto,  except  that  this  provision  shall  not  apply  to  any 
Government  dam  constructed  prior  to  June  10,  1920:  And  provided  further. 
That  upon  the  filing  of  any  applicatiopn  for  a  license  which  has  not  been  preceded 
by  a  preliminary  permit  under  subsection  (f)  of  this  section,  notice  shall  be 
given  and  published  as  required  by  the  proviso  of  said  subsection!.]  •'  And  pro¬ 
vided  further,  That  no  license  shall  he  issued  until  the  plans  for  the  project 
have  been  approved  hy  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  after  consultation  with  the 
Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  of  the  Department  of  the  Interior,  as  not  being  detri¬ 
mental  to  the  conservation  of  migratory  fish  and  game. 

(f)  To  issue  preliminary  permits  *  *  * 

(g)  Upon  its  own  motion  to  order  an  investigation  of  any  occupancy  of,  or 
evidenced  intention  to  occupy,  for  *  *  *  developing  electric  power,  public  lands, 
reservations,  or  streams  *  *  *  and  to  issue  such  order  as  appropriate,  expedient 
and  in  the  public  interest  to  conserve  and  utilize  the  navigation  and  water-power 
resources  of  the  region. 
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The  Chairman.  You  may  proceed,  Mr.  Stevens. 

Mr.  Stevens.  If  the  Congress,  in  its  wisdom,  finds  that  a  veto  power 
for  this  category  of  cases  should  be  extended  to  the  Department  of  the 
Interior  to  prevent  issuance  of  a  license  by  the  Federal  Power  Com¬ 
mission,  then  we  suggest  that  the  amendment  be  revised  to  read  as 
follows : 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  of  the  United  States 
of  America  in  Congress  assembled,  That  the  first  sentence  of  subsection  (e)  of 
section  4  of  the  Federal  Power  Act  is  amended  by  inserting  before  the  period  at 
the  end  thereof  a  colon  and  the  following :  “And  provided  further,  That  no  license 
affecting  fish  and  wildlife  resources  shall  be  issued  until  the  plans  of  the  dam 
or  other  structures  affecting  such  fish  and  wildlife  resources  have  been  approved 
by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior.” 

We  suggest  this  approach  because  the  standard  of  not  being  “detri¬ 
mental”  which  would  be  imposed  by  S.  3185  would  preclude  any 
evaluation  of  the  relative  values  involved. 

There  are  few  water-resource  projects  proposed  for  construction 
under  Federal  license  which  do  not  have  some  detrimental  effects  on 
fish  or  wildlife  resources  or  both.  In  some  instances,  such  as  dams 
obstructing  streams  used  by  anadromous  fish,  these  detrimental  effects 
could  far  outweigh  the  benefits  unless  adequate  devices  are  perfected 
to  properly  care  for  and  protect  the  fishery  resources. 

Over  the  years,  the  Department  of  the  Interior  has  had  for  review 
hundreds  of  applications  for  water  projects  subject  to  license  by  the 
Federal  Power  Commission.  The  projects  have  been  examined  by 
the  United  States  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  of  this  Department,  in 
cooperation  with  State  fish  and  game  agencies,  with  a  view  to  in¬ 
corporating  in  project  plans  measures  to  minimize  adverse  effects  on 
fish  and  wildlife  and  to  maximize  beneficial  effects.  These  studies  are 
made  pursuant  to  the  Coordination  Act  of  August  14,  1946  (60  Stat. 
1080) ,  and  section  18  of  the  Federal  Power  Act.  Normally  the  meas¬ 
ures  proposed  involve  slight  and  inexpensive  modification  in  project 
construction  and  operation  plans.  Throughout  the  years,  the  Federal 
Power  Commission  generally  has  shown  good  cooperation  with  the 
Department  of  the  Interior  in  adopting  recommended  license  pro¬ 
visions  to  provide  for  fish  and  wildlife  conservation. 

The  Congress  over  the  years  has  laid  down,  in  a  number  of  laws, 
the  policy  that  fish  and  wildlife  deserve  maximum  consideration  in 
resource  planning  because  of  their  contribution  to  the  health,  well¬ 
being,  economy  and  food  supply  of  the  Nation.  In  its  latest  pro¬ 
nouncement — the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Act  of  1956  (70  Stat.  1119) — the 
Congress  stated,  among  other  things,  that  fish,  shellfish,  and  wildlife 
resources  “are  capable  of  being  maintained  and  greatly  increased  with 
proper  management,  but  equally  capable  of  destruction  if  neglected 
or  unwisely  used,”  and  set  forth  general  procedures  by  which  “the 
objective  of  proper  resource  development”  is  to  be  achieved. 

It  seems  to  us  that  the  Congress  could  well  insure  positive  recogni¬ 
tion  of  the  importance  of  fish  and  wildlife  resources  in  river  basin 
development  by  a  simple  amendment  to  the  Federal  Power  Act.  To 
be  explicit,  we  recommend  adding  “fish  and  wildlife  conservation”  to 
recreation  as  a  specifically  named  beneficial  public  use  in  section  10 
(a)  of  that  act.  This  would  have  the  added  purpose  of  insuring  con¬ 
sideration  of  commercial  fishery  and  fur  resources  and  would  prevent 
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argument  as  to  whether  the  term  “recreational  purposes"  always  in¬ 
cludes  the  use  and  enjoyment  of  sportfish  and  wildlife. 

Section  10  (a),  which  sets  up  criteria  which  the  Federal  Power 
Commission  must  meet  in  issuing  licenses,  if  amended  as  proposed, 
would  read  as  follows : 

(a)  That  the  project  adopted,  including  the  maps,  plans,  and  specifications, 
shall  be  such  as  in  the  judgment  of  the  Commission  will  he  hest  adapted  to  a 
comprehensive  plan  for  improving  or  developing  a  waterway  or  waterways  for 
the  use  or  benefit  of  interstate  or  foreign  commerce,  for  the  improvement  and 
utilization  of  waterpower  development,  and  for  other  beneficial  public  uses,  in¬ 
cluding  recreational  and  fish  and  wildlife  conservation  purposes ;  and  if  necessary 
in  order  to  secure  such  plan  the  Commission  shall  have  authority  to  require  the 
modification  of  any  project  and  of  the  plans  and  specifications  of  the  project  works 
before  approval.  [New  wording  in  italic.] 

The  Department  favors  greater  consideration  of  fish  and  wildlife 
conservation  in  water  resource  programs,  as  will  be  evident  in  the 
proposal  to  revise  and  strengthen  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Coordination 
Act  of  August  14,  1946,  which  we  intend  to  submit  to  this  committee 
in  the  near  future. 

The  Chairman.  In  other  words,  you  do  not  want  this  authority  that 
the  Neuberger  proposal  suggests  ? 

Mr.  Stevens.  I  don't  think  we  would  put  it  that  way,  Senator.  We 
believe  that  in  the  position  we  are  in  today,  negotiating  with  the 
Corps  of  Engineers,  with  the  Department  of  Agriculture,  and  in  other 
water  resource  areas,  attempting  to  get  recognition  we  seek  under 
the  Coordination  Act,  it  would  not  be  proper  for  us  to  be  up  here 
recommending  that  we  have  a  veto  power  over  the  FPC.  We  do  not 
have  that  authority  over  Agriculture  or  the  Army.  We  do  not  seek 
it.  We  merely  seek  the  right  to  make  recommendations. 

The  Chairman.  I  appreciate  that  the  Department  of  Interior  in  this 
case  did  not  seek  any  such  authority,  but  it  does  pose  some  very  prac¬ 
tical  problems,  departmental  problems.  What  would  you  say  to  a 
proposal  that  might  suggest  that  the  Department  of  Interior  make 
recommendations  in  these  particular  controversial  cases,  and  where  the 
recommendations  are  of  a  substantial  controversial  nature,  the  matter 
should  be  reviewed  by  Congress  before  the  license  is  issued  ? 

Mr.  Stevens.  Senator,  that  would  be  an  otf-the-cutf  comment  until 
we  had  the  legislation  actually  before  us.  I  would  say  this.  To  my 
knowledge,  there  have  been  only  three  instances  that  I  have  been  aware 
of  where  we  have  recommended  against  a  project  for  fish  and  wildlife 
reasons.  In  two  of  those  instances,  the  Commission  saw  fit  to  issue 
the  license  anyway. 

In  the  third  instance,  they  agreed  with  us.  We  are  not  talking 
about  a  very  great  category  of  cases  in  the  sense  that  the  veto  power 
could  be  exercised.  This  bill  S.  3185  deals  with  every  thing  the  FPC 
does,  and  for  that  reason  we  suggested  the  alternative  form  of  the  bill. 

The  Chairman.  Of  course,  in  many  of  the  cases  in  the  past,  the 
problem  was  not  as  highly  controversial  as  I  think  we  are  going  to 
run  into.  We  are  getting  down  now  where  it  becomes  a  real  contro¬ 
versial  matter,  and  I  suspect  that  the  proponents  of  S.  3185  had  that 
in  mind.  I  know  in  many  cases  where  the  Department  of  Interior, 
Fish  and  Wildlife,  had  recommended  some  minor  modifications  on 
the  question  of  fish  and  wildlife,  which  did  not  loom  up  as  large  as  it 
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will  in  projects  located  in  the  upper  and  middle  reaches.  Perhaps 
we  are  getting  to  a  point  in  river  development  where  we  might  have 
to  spell  this  out. 

Mr.  Stevens.  That  is  true,  Senator,  but  from  our  point  of  view,  as 
I  said,  we  don’t  seek  to  have  this  power  over  Agriculture  or  the  Corps 
of  Engineers.  We  think  it  would  be  inappropriate  for  us  to  recom¬ 
mend  that  we  have  it  over  the  FPC. 

The  Chairman.  I  understand  your  position,  and  I  think  your  sug¬ 
gested  changes  are  to  be  seriously  considered  by  this  committee,  which 
would,  in  effect,  put  you  in  a  little  stronger  position  than  you  are  now, 
would  it  not  ? 

Mr.  Stevens.  There  is  no  doubt  about  that,  sir. 

The  Chairman.  It  doesn’t  go  as  far  as  the  Senate  bill,  but  it  does 
put  you  in  a  stronger  position,  or  your  recommendations  are  in  a 
stronger  position  than  they  are  now. 

Mr.  Stevens.  It  would  permit  the  Department  to  review  the  overall 
effect  of  the  project. 

The  Chairman.  We  appreciate  your  suggestions. 

I  place  in  the  record  at  this  point  a  letter  from  the  Department  of 
the  Interior  signed  by  the  Undersecretary,  Mr.  Hatfield  Chilson. 

(The  letter  is  as  follows :) 

Department  of  the  Interior, 

Office  of  the  Secretary, 
Washington,  D.  C.,  March  6, 1958. 

Hon.  Warren  G.  Magnuson, 

Chairman,  Committee  on  Interstate  and  Foreign  Commerce, 

United  States  Senate,  Washington.  D.  C. 

Dear  Senator  Magnuson  :  Your  committee  has  requested  a  report  on  S.  3185, 
a  bill  to  promote  the  conservation  of  migratory  fish  and  game  by  requiring  certain 
approval  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  of  licenses  issued  under  the  Federal 
Power  Act. 

The  Federal  Power  Commission  is  an  independent  agency.  To  the  broad 
powers  of  the  Commission,  the  Congress  has  imposed  few  conditions  necessitat¬ 
ing  the  approval  of  executive  departments.  These  provisions  are  as  follows : 
Section  4  (e)  of  the  act  dealing  with  licenses  affecting  the  capacity  of  navigable 
waters  and  licenses  affecting  reserved  lands;  section  10  (e)  relative  to  the 
charges  for  the  use  of  facilities  of  Federal  reclamation  projects ;  and  section  18 
relating  to  the  installation  of  navigable  aids  and  fishways.  Congress  has  also 
provided  in  section  10  (e)  for  the  approval  by  the  Indian  tribe  affected  of  charges 
for  the  use  of  tribal  lands  of  organized  Indian  tribes. 

The  bill  provides,  in  effect,  that  this  Department  may  exercise  a  veto  power 
in  behalf  of  fish  and  wildlife  matters  in  connection  with  the  issuance  of  a  license 
by  the  Commission.  It,  therefore,  adds  a  major  category  of  cases  in  which  ap¬ 
proval  of  an  executive  department  is  needed  before  the  Federal  Power  Commis¬ 
sion  may  act.  Since  the  issue  is  one  of  imposing  such  a  limitation,  this  Depart¬ 
ment  is  of  the  opinion  that  S.  3185  raises  an  issue  which  Congress  itself  should 
decide. 

While  this  Department  stands  ready  to  utilize  any  lawful  authority  granted 
to  it  by  Congress  there  appears  to  be  a  real  question  as  to  whether  in  this  contro¬ 
versial  area  the  Federal  Power  Commission  should  be  subservient  to  an  executive 
department.  We  have  in  the  past  made  recommendations  to  the  Federal  Power 
Commission  not  only  to  prevent  detrimental  effects  upon  migratory  fish  or  other 
wildlife  resources,  hut  also  to  suggest  methods  and  means  through  which  these 
vital  resources  could  be  enhanced.  The  amendments  to  the  Coordination  Act 
of  1946  which  we  intend  to  submit  to  your  committee  in  the  near  future  will 
reflect  this  broader  scope  of  review. 

In  the  event  the  Congress  is  disposed  to  enact  legislation  along  the  lines  of 
S.  3185,  we  suggest  the  following  revision  : 

“Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  ffovse  of  Representatives  of  the  United  States 
of  America  in  Congress  assembled.  That  the  first  sentence  of  subsection  (e)  of 
section  4  of  the  Federal  Power  Act  is  amended  by  inserting  before  the  period 
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at  the  end  thereof  a  colon  and  the  following :  ‘And  provided  further ,  That  no 
license  affecting  fish  or  wildlife  resources  shall  be  issued  until  the  plans  of  the 
dam  or  other  structures  affecting  such  fish  and  wildlife  resources  have  been 
approved  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior.’  ” 

We  suggest  this  approach  because  the  standard  of  not  being  “detrimental” 
which  would  be  imposed  by  S.  3185  would  preclude  any  evaluation  of  the  relative 
values  involved. 

The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  has  advised  that  there  is  no  objection  to  the  sub¬ 
mission  of  this  report  to  your  committee. 

Sincerely  yours, 


Hatfield  Chilson, 
Under  Secretary  of  the  Interior. 


Mr.  Stevens.  It  is  the  Under  Secretary,  Hatfield  Chilson. 

The  Chairman.  We  will  put  it  in  the  record  in  full.  I  haven’t  read 
this,  but  I  assume  it  is  substantially  what  you  have  testified. 

Mr.  Stevens.  We  did  not  mention  in  that  report  our  suggested  clari¬ 
fying  amendment  to  section  10,  which  we  understand  has  no  contro¬ 
versy  connected  with  it.  My  statement  has  been  cleared  by  the 
Bureau  of  the  Budget. 

The  Chairman.  Of  course,  Mr.  Chilson  says  here : 


Since  the  issue  is  one  of  imposing  such  a  limitation,  this  Department  is  of  the 
opinion  that  S.  3185  raises  an  issue  which  Congress  itself  should  decide. 


Then  he  goes  on  to  say : 


While  this  Department  stands  ready  to  utilize  all  lawful  authority  granted  it 
by  Congress,  there  appears  to  be  a  real  question  as  to  whether  in  this  contro¬ 
versial  area  the  Federal  Power  Commission  should  be  subverted  to  an  executive 
department.  We  have  in  the  past  made  recommendations  to  the  Federal  Power 
Commission,  not  only  to  prevent  detrimental  effects  on  migratory  fish  and  re¬ 
sources,  but  also  to  suggest  methods  and  means  through  which  these  vital  re¬ 
sources  could  be  enhanced. 

The  amendment  to  the  Coordination  Act  of  1946,  which  we  intend  to  submit  to 
your  committee  in  the  near  future,  will  reflect  this  broader  scope  of  review. 

As  I  said  this  morning,  we  hope  to  be  able  to  get  at  that  legislation  in 
2  weeks. 

Thank  you  very  much. 

Now,  unless  the  other  members  of  the  Department  have  anything 
to  add,  we  appreciate  your  coming. 

Mr.  Stevens.  Thank  you. 

The  Chairman.  Mr.  Gatchell,  we  will  now  hear  you. 


STATEMENT  0E  WILLARD  W.  GATCHELL,  GENERAL  COUNSEL,  AC¬ 
COMPANIED  BY  JOHN  C.  MASON,  DEPUTY  GENERAL  COUNSEL; 
AND  W.  RUSSELL  FARLEY,  CHIEF,  DIVISION  OF  HYDROELECTRIC 
PROJECTS,  FEDERAL  POWER  COMMISSION 

Mr.  Gatchell.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  My  name  is  Willard 
W.  Gatchell,  and  I  am  General  Counsel  of  the  Federal  Power  Com¬ 
mission.  I  have  here  Mr.  John  C.  Mason,  our  Deputy  General  Coun¬ 
sel,  and  Mr.  W.  Russell  F arley,  who  is  Chief  of  the  Division  of  Hydro¬ 
electric  Projects  in  our  Bureau  of  Power. 

We  have  submitted  to  your  committee  a  rather  complete  report  on 
this  bill  by  the  Federal  Power  Commission,  and  I  wonder  if  this  would 
be  a  convenient  place  to  have  it  incorporated  in  the  record. 

The  Chairman.  Yes,  we  would  be  glad  to  put  it  in  the  record  in  full. 
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(The  report  is  as  follows :) 

Federal  Power  Commission  Report  on  S.  3185 — 85th  Congress 

Section  4  (e)  of  the  Federal  Power  Act  authorizes  the  Commission  to  issue 
licenses  to  non- Federal  entities  for  the  purpose  of  constructing,  operating,  and 
maintaining  waterpower  developments  on  any  of  the  streams  over  which  Con¬ 
gress  has  jurisdiction  under  its  authority  to  regulate  interstate  or  foreign  com¬ 
merce,  or  upon  lands  of  the  United  States  (except  national  parks  or  national 
monuments),  or  for  the  purpose  of  utilizing  the  surplus  water  or  waterpower 
from  any  Government  dam.1 

This  bill  would  amend  section  4  (e)  of  the  Federal  Power  Act  by  adding,  at 
the  end  of  the  first  sentence,  the  following  proviso  : 

“And  provided  further,  That  no  license  shall  be  issued  until  the  plans  for  the 
project  have  been  approved  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  after  consultation 
with  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  of  the  Department  of  the  Interior,  as  not 
being  detrimental  to  the  conservation  of  migratory  tisli  and  game.” 

Before  issuing  a  license  for  hydroelectric  development  under  section  4  (e) 
the  Commission  is  required  to  find  under  section  10  (a)  of  the  act2  that  the 
project  shall  be  such  as  in  the  judgment  of  the  Commission  will  be  best  adapted 
to  a  comprehensive  plan  of  development  of  the  water  resources  for  power  and 
all  other  beneficial  public  uses  including,  of  course,  conservation  and  preserva¬ 
tion  of  fish  and  wildlife  resources. 

Notice  of  each  application  for  a  permit  or  license  is  referred  to  the  United 
States  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  through  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  and  to 
the  State  fish  and  wildlife  agencies  involved  for  reports  and  recommendations 
in  accordance  with  the  Wildlife  Resources  Coordination  Act  (16  U.  S.  C.  661). 

In  many  cases  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  has  reported  in  substance  that 
a  proposed  project  would  be  detrimental  to  the  conservation  of  migratory  fish 
or  game.  Upon  receipt  of  such  recommendations  they  are  referred  to  the  ap¬ 
plicant.  Thereafter,  with  only  two  major  exceptions,  the  applicants  and  the 
fish  and  wildlife  agencies  have,  with  the  aid  of  the  Commission,  resolved  their 
differences  without  the  necessity  of  a  hearing  on  those  questions.  Hearings 
were  held  by  the  Commission  in  the  two  cases  in  which  agreement  was  not 
reached  and  licenses  were  issued  by  the  Commission  subject,  however,  to  the 


1  Sec.  4.  The  Commission  is  hereby  authorized  and  empowered — 

(e)  To  issue  licenses  to  citizens  of  the  United  States,  or  to  any  association  of  such 
citizens,  or  to  any  corporation  organized  under  the  laws  of  the  United  States  or  any  State 
thereof,  or  to  any  State  or  municipality  for  the  purpose  of  constructing,  operating,  and 
maintaining  dams,  water  conduits,  reservoirs,  powerhouses,  transmission  lines,  or  ot.,er 
project  works  necessary  or  convenience  for  the  development  and  improvement  of  naviga¬ 
tion  and  for  the  development,  transmission,  and  utilization  of  power  across,  along,  from 
or  in  any  of  the  streams  or  other  bodies  of  water  over  which  Congress  has  jurisdiction 
under  its  authority  to  regulate  commerce  with  foreign  nations  and  among  the  several 
States,  or  upon  any  part  of  the  public  lands  and  reservations  of  the  United  States  (includ¬ 
ing  tlie  Territories),  or  for  the  purpose  of  utilizing  the  surplus  water  or  waterpower  from 
any  Government  dam,  except  as  herein  provided  :  Provided,  That  licenses  shall  be  issued 
within  any  reservation  only  after  a  finding  by  the  Commission  that  the  license  will  not 
interfere  or  be  inconsistent  with  the  purpose  for  which  such  reservation  was  created  or 
acquired,  and  shall  be  subject  to  and  contain  such  conditions  as  the  Secretary  of  the 
department  under  whose  supervision  such  reservation  falls  shall  deem  necessary  for  the 
adequate  protection  and  utilization  of  sucli  reservation  :  Provided  further.  That  iio  license 
affecting  the  navigable  capacity  of  any  navigable  waters  of  the  United  States  shall  be 
issued  until  the  plans  of  the  dam  or  other  structures  affecting  navigation  have  been 
approved  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  and  the  Secretary  of  War.  Whenever  the  contem¬ 
plated  improvement  is,  in  the  judgment  of  the  Commission,  desirable  and  justified  in  the 
public  interest  for  the  purpose  of  improving  or  developing  a  waterway  or  waterways  for 
the  use  or  benefit  of  interstate  or  foreign  commerce,  a  finding  to  that  effect  shall  be"  made 
by  the  Commission  and  shall  become  a  part  of  the  records  of  the  Commission  :  Provided 
further.  That  in  case  the  Commission  shall  find  that  any  Government  dam  may  be  advan¬ 
tageously  used  by  the  United  States  for  public  purposes  in  addition  to  navigation,  no 
license  therefor  shall  be  issued  until  2  years  after  it  shall  have  reported  to  Congress  the 
facts  and  conditions  relating  thereto,  except  that  this  provision  shall  not  apply  to  any 
Government  dam  constructed  prior  to  June  10,  1920  :  And  provided  further,  That  upon 
the  filing  of  any  application  for  a  license  which  has  not  been  preceded  by  a  preliminary 
permit  under  subsection  (f)  of  this  section,  notice  shall  he  given  and  published  ns  required 
by  the  proviso  of  said  subsection. 

-  Sec.  10.  All  licenses  issued  under  this  part  shall  be  on  the  following  conditions  : 

(a)  That  the  project  adopted,  including  the  maps,  plans,  and  specifications,  shall  be 
such  as  in  the  judgment  of  the  Commission  will  be  best  adapted  to  a  comprehensive  plan 
for  improving  or  developing  a  waterway  or  waterways  for  the  use  or  benefit  of  interstate 
or  foreign  commerce,  for  the  improvement  and  utilization  of  waterpower  development 
and  for  other  beneficial  public  uses,  including  recreational  purposes;  and  if  necessary  in 
order  to  secure  such  plan  the  Commission  shall  have  authority  to  require  the  modification 
of  any  project  and  of  the  plans  and  specifications  of  the  project  works  before  approval 
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construction  and  operation  of  fish  facilities  to  be  prescribed  by  the  Commission 
upon  further  study  and  recommendations  by  the  Secretary  and  the  State  fish 
and  wildlife  agencies. 

One  of  these  two  cases  involved  a  project  by  the  city  of  Tacoma,  Wash.,  on 
the  Cowlitz  River  (10  F.  P.  C.  424).  The  cost  of  the  fish  facilities  for  the  city 
of  Tacoma  project  has  been  estimated  at  $7,100,000  and  the  city,  working  in 
cooperation  with  the  fish  and  wildlife  agencies,  has  financed  studies  resulting  in 
the  design  of  facilities  which  have  been  recommended  by  the  fish  agencies  for 
other  projects  since  licensed  by  the  Commission,  which  would  indicate  an  aware¬ 
ness  on  both  sides  of  the  public  interest  in  fish  and  wildlife  preservation  and 
protection. 

The  other  case  in  which  the  applicant  and  the  fish  agencies  were  unable  to 
agree  involved  the  Pelton  project  of  Portland  General  Electric  Co.  on  the 
Deschutes  River  in  Oregon  (10  F.  P.  C.  445).  Fish  facilities  similar  to  those 
designed  in  connection  with  the  city  of  Tacoma  project  for  passing  downstream 
migrants  have  been  installed  at  the  Pelton  project.  The  total  cost  of  fish 
facilities  at  the  Pelton  project  was  about  $4,788,000  out  of  a  total  project  cost 
of  about  $20,250,000,  a  rather  substantial  proportion.  The  studies  made  in  con¬ 
nection  with  the  city  of  Tacoma  project  give  every  indication  of  solving  the 
downstream  migratory  fish  problem  at  high  dams.  In  any  event  these  extensive 
and  helpful  studies  would  not  have  been  made  in  connection  with  either  project 
if  licenses  had  not  been  issued,  and  it  is  believed  that  the  net  result  in  each  case 
will  be  wider  use  of  recreational  values  than  without  the  developments. 

The  question  of  the  detrimental  effect  of  a  proposed  project  on  recreation 
and  the  conservation  of  migratory  fish  and  game  is  one  of  several  factors  which 
must  be  considered  as  of  public  significance  in  determining  whether  a  project 
meets  the  standards  of  section  10  (a)  of  the  act  and  the  Commission’s  findings 
with  respect  to  those  questions  must  be  supported  by  substantial  evidence. 
There  are  occasions  when  the  public  is  better  served  by  retaining  water  resources 
in  their  natural  state  and  foregoing  water-power  development.  An  instance  of 
this  character  occurred  when  power  development  was  sought  on  the  Namekagon 
River  in  Wisconsin.  Notwithstanding  the  power  benefits,  the  Commission  denied 
a  license  and  was  affirmed  by  the  Seventh  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals.  Namekagon 
Hydro  Company  v.  F.  P.  C.  (216  F.  2d  509  (1954)).  The  court  there  said  that 
“Congress  was  aware  that  conflicting  interests  would,  in  all  likelihood,  be  en¬ 
countered  when  it  formulated  the  statutory  guides  to  be  found  in  Section  10 
(a)  of  the  act.” 

The  Federal  Water  Power  Act  came  as  the  culmination  of  decades  of  study 
and  experience  by  trial  and  error  which  demonstrated  that  administrative 
governmental  machinery  testing  all  water-power  project  proposals  by  the  measur¬ 
ing  rod  of  comprehensive  development  was  essential  to  the  optimum  utilization  of 
the  Nation’s  water  resources  in  the  public  interest  for  all  beneficial  public  uses. 
Late  in  the  19th  century  and  in  the  early  years  of  the  20tli  century,  the  Congress 
itself  undertook  to  examine  and  license  by  separate  statutes  each  individual 
non-Federal  hydroelectric  project  proposal.  This  practice  assured  neither  maxi¬ 
mum  utilization  for  the  public  good  nor  consistency  with  the  public  interest. 
Furthermore,  the  lack  of  uniform  standards  made  determination  of  the  best 
multi-purpose  development  impossible  and  tended  toward  piecemeal,  limited 
development  rather  than  development  under  the  standards  later  specified  in 
section  10  ( a )  of  the  Federal  Power  Act. 

The  deficiencies  in  ad  hoc  action  by  Congress  were  early  recognized  by  Presi¬ 
dents  Theodore  Roosevelt  and  William  Howard  Taft  who  refused  to  approve  in¬ 
dividual  licensing  bills  and  who  urged  upon  the  Congress  the  necessity  for  legis¬ 
lation  of  general  application  with  congressional  standards  to  be  met  by  non- 
Federal  proposals. 

Out  of  these  Presidential  observations  and  after  prolonged  study  by  con¬ 
gressional  committees  and  commissions  established  to  develop  a  national  water 
policy  came  the  Federal  Water  Power  Act  of  1920.  The  concept  of  compre¬ 
hensive  river-basin  development  is  now  generally  recognized  as  the  keystone  of 
the  Federal  Power  Act.  The  Supreme  Court  pointed  this  out  in  First  Iowa 
Cooperative  v.  Federal  Power  Commission  (328  U.  S.  152,  180-181),  when  it  said 
that  the  Power  Act — 

“*  *  *  was  the  outgrowth  of  a  widely  supported  effort  of  the  conservationists 
to  secure  enactment  of  a  complete  scheme  of  national  regulation  which  would 
promote  the  comprehensive  development  of  the  water  resources  of  the  Nation, 
insofar  as  it  was  within  the  reach  of  the  Federal  power  to  do  so,  instead 
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of  the  piecemeal,  restrictive,  negative  approach  of  the  River  and  Harbor  Acts 
and  other  Federal  laws  previously  enacted.” 

Fundamental  policies  of  the  Federal  Power  Act  and  the  scheme  of  adminis¬ 
trative  licensing  thereby  established  with  primary  responsibility  vested  in  the 
Federal  Power  Commission  as  an  independent  bipartisan  arm  of  Congress 
have  withstood  local  pressures  and  the  test  of  critical  examination  over  a  long 
period  of  years.  As  the  Supreme  Court  said  in  the  Roanoke  Rapids  case 
( Chapman  v.  Federal  Power  Commission  (345  U.  S.  153,  167)),  “From  the  time 
that  the  importance  of  power  sites  was  brought  to  public  and  congressional 
consciousness  during  the  administration  of  President  Theodore  Roosevelt,  the 
significant  development  has  been  the  devising  of  a  general  power  policy  instead 
of  ad  hoc  action  by  Congress,  with  all  the  difficulties  and  dangers  of  local  pres¬ 
sures  and  logrolling  to  which  such  action  gave  rise.  (See  the  Veto  Messages 
of  Presidents  Roosevelt  and  Taft,  e.  g.,  36  Congressional  Record  3071  (Muscle 
Shoals,  Ala.,  1903)  ;  42  Congressional  Record  4698  (Rainy  River,  1908)  ;  II.  Doc. 
No.  1350,  60th  Cong.,  2d  sess.  (James  River,  1909)  ;  H.  Doc.  No.  899,  62d  Cong., 
2d  sess.  (White  River,  1912)  ;  S.  Doc.  No.  949,  62d  Cong.,  2d  sess.  (Coosa  River, 
1912).)”  For  an  extensive  review  of  the  need  for  integration  of  Federal  activi¬ 
ties  affecting  water  uses  see,  e.  g.,  Report  of  Secretary  of  War  Stimson  (H.  Doc. 
No.  929,  62d  Cong.,  3d  sess.,  pp.  32-35  (1912) ) . 

The  Federal  Power  Commission  was  created  as  an  independent  regulatory 
commission  by  act  of  Congress,  June  23,  1930  (46  Stat.  797).  During  the 
preceding  10-year  period  administration  of  the  Commission’s  licensing  functions 
had  been  vested  in  the  Secretaries  of  War,  Interior,  and  Agriculture,  con¬ 
stituted  as  an  ex  officio  commission  by  the  Federal  Water  Power  Act  of 
1920.  Experience  over  that  period  demonstrated  that  this  system  of  divided, 
part-time  departmental  responsibility  was  not  conducive  to  the  development 
of  the  comprehensive  and  vigilant  national-water-resources  policy  originally 
envisaged  by  the  1920  Act.  This  is  apparent  from  the  legislative  history  of 
the  1930  Act  which  reorganized  the  Commission  as  an  independent  agency. 
Secretary  of  the  Interior  Wilbur,  in  expressing  the  administration’s  views  in 
support  of  the  change,  stated  to  the  House  Committee  on  Interstate  and 
Foreign  Commerce  (Hearings  on  H.  R.  11408,  71st  Cong.,  2d  sess.,  pp.  48-A9)  : 

“I  agree  with  Secretary  (of  Agriculture)  Hyde  that  we  can  well  allow  these 
departments  to  be  represented  at  hearings  before  the  Commission  to  present 
phases  of  departmental  interest,  rather  than  to  have  the  control  remain  in  the 
departments.  Otherwise,  even  though  you  set  up  the  Commission,  you  will 
leave  in  the  hands  of  the  Secretaries,  or  in  the  hands  of  the  Bureau  heads, 
the  power  to  negate  whatever  the  Commission  may  want  to  do,  that  is,  to  ask 
the  consent  of  the  department  involved. 

“I  cannot  conceive  of  this  Federal  Power  Commission  really  being  effective 
unless  it  controls  all  power  sites  where  it  grants  licenses,  for  if  you  have  to 
ask  the  permission  of  this  department  or  that  department,  there  will  be  diffi¬ 
culties  that  will  be  absolutely  impossible  to  overcome.” 

In  thus  pointing  to  the  necessity  for  resolution  of  interagency  conflicts,  Secre¬ 
tary  Wilbur  was  not  only  speaking  for  himself  but  for  the  Secretaries  of 
Agriculture  and  War  (who  with  him  comprised  the  Federal  Power  Commis¬ 
sion)  and  for  the  administration.  The  unfortunate  history  of  the  Federal 
Power  Commission  up  to  that  time  was  a  tragic  reminder  of  the  difficulty 
which  reasonable  men  may  encounter  in  trying  to  work  together  without 
centralization  of  responsibility.  This  was  especially  apparent  where  the 
executive  departments  (Interior  and  War)  had  construction  and  operating 
responsibilities  in  reclamation,  flood  control,  navigation,  and  power  distribu¬ 
tion,  which  would  tend  to  have  an  influence  upon  their  decisions  in  power 
licensing  cases.  Congress,  itself,  has  recognized  the  role  of  an  independent 
agency  by  directing  that  rates  for  the  sale  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  of 
power  generated  at  certain  Federal  flood-control  projects  should  be  submitted 
for  approval  by  the  Federal  Power  Commission  ( Flood  Control  Act  of  December 
22,  1944,  58  Stat.  887,  890;  16  U.  S.  C.  825s). 

For  another  thing,  by  reason  of  their  location  many  of  the  potential  hydro¬ 
electric  projects  may  be  expected  to  be  in  some  manner  detrimental  to  the 
conservation  of  migratory  fish  and  game.  The  bill  makes  no  provision  for 
balancing  of  the  detriments  against  the  benefits,  for  it  simply  prohibits  the 
issuance  of  a  license  where  there  is  detriment.  Under  the  present  situation, 
however,  the  overall  public  good  is  examined  and  where  the  benefits  clearly 
outweigh  the  detriments,  the  water  resources  can  be  put  to  the  most  beneficial 
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public  uses.  Moreover,  as  previously  mentioned,  this  has  resulted  in  more 
extended  study  of  remedial  measures  than  would  obtain  if  streams  were  left 
in  their  natural  state  without  the  ingenuity  of  man  to  protect  fish  and  wild¬ 
life  and,  indeed,  even  to  augment  these  great  natural  resources. 

In  order  to  insure  the  continued  effectiveness  of  the  licensing  provisions 
of  the  Federal  Power  Act  and  the  exercise  of  such  powers  in  conformity  with 
the  basic  considerations  which  led  to  the  enactment  of  the  Federal  Power 
Act,  it  is  important  that  the  Commission’s  authority  to  decide  all  issues  in 
accordance  with  the  evidence  presented  be  preserved  and  not  circumscribed  by 
restrictive  amendments  such  as  that  carried  in  S.  3185. 

Finally,  the  enactment  of  such  legislation  is  unnecessary  because  the  interests 
of  all  State  and  Federal  agencies  concerned  with  protection  of  migratory  fish 
and  of  game  are  adequately  safeguarded  by  existing  statutory  provisions  and 
administrative  procedures  for  the  consideration  and  determination  of  licensing 
matters  under  the  act.  The  Commission  therefore  recommends  against  enact¬ 
ment  of  the  bill. 

Federal  Power  Commission, 

By  Frederick  Stueck, 

Acting  Chairman. 

Mr.  Gatciiell.  I  think  there  are  some  misapprehensions,  if  I  might 
just  take  a  minute  of  your  time  to  clear  up  some  of  these  things. 

The  Chairman.  All  right. 

Mr.  Gatchell.  I  am  sure  you  want  merely  to  get  the  facts  as  they 
are.  We  are  in  complete  agreement  with  the  Department  of  the  In¬ 
terior  that  this  question  that  is  posed  by  the  bill  is  essentially  one  for 
Congress.  When  you  ask  that  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  be  given 
a  veto  power,  which  would  authorize  him  to  have  a  veto  power  over 
the  issuance  of  licenses,  that  is  a  matter  which  Congress  will  have  to 
decide. 

The  Commission’s  report  calls  attention  to  the  manner  in  which 
the  Commission  was  originally  set  up  as  a  3  Cabinet  member  board, 
and  was  reorganized  in  1930  as  an  independent  agency  to  get  away 
from  the  very  difficulty  which  would  face  the  Commission  if  this  bill 
should  be  enacted  in  its  present  form. 

Now,  when  the  Commission  was  set  up  as  an  independent  agency 
in  1930,  and  composed  of  five  members,  it  received  records  from  all 
of  these  departments  on  every  licensed  project,  so  that  the  considera¬ 
tions  which  are  the  primary  responsibility  of  each  Cabinet  officer  could 
be  given  consideration  by  an  agency  which  was  not  charged  with  op¬ 
erating  responsibility,  and  therefore  could  approach  the  problem  ob¬ 
jectively,  and  to  do  what  the  act  was  designed  to  do  originally,  to 
provide  for  comprehensive  river  development. 

In  the  course  of  its  work,  the  Commission  has  invariably  asked  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior  for  reports  on  these  projects,  and  we  expect 
to  continue  to  do  so  whether  the  bill  is  passed  or  not,  because  only  in 
this  way  can  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  come  in  and  advise  the 
Commission  as  to  what  his  views  are  upon  the  matters  for  which  he 
has  primary  responsibility. 

The  Chairman.  May  I  interrupt  there. 

I  want  to  place  in  the  record,  at  this  time,  so  it  will  be  complete, 
S.  2847,  which  is  a  comprehensive  bill  introduced  by  myself  and  sev¬ 
eral  other  Senators.  The  Power  Commission  sent  up  a  report  on  this 
bill.  I  think  it  is  directly  connected  with  this  whole  matter,  and  it 
should  be  in  the  record  in  full. 

(The  information  referred  to  appears  earlier  in  this  hearing.) 
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[S.  2847,  85th  Cong.,  1st  sess.] 

A  BILL  To  amend  the  Federal  Power  Act,  as  amended,  to  require  that  the  Federal  Power 

Commission  shall  license  only  those  projects  which  are  best  adapted  to  improving  or 

developing  the  water  resources  of  a  river  basin,  in  order  to  obtain  by  integrated  opera¬ 
tion  the  maximum  amount  of  net  public  benefits,  and  for  other  purposes 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  of  the  United  States 
of  America  in  Congress  assembled,  That  section  3  of  the  Federal  Power  Act 
(16  U.  S.  C.  796)  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following: 

“(17)  ‘Comprehensive  Plan’  means  the  best  of  alternative  plans  for  a  project 
or  projects  for  improving  or  developing  the  water  resources  of  a  river  basin  to 
obtain  by  integrated  operation  the  maximum  amount  of  net  public  benefits  from 
such  resources  for  all  beneficial  public  uses  during  the  economic  service  life  of 
existing  and  potential  projects. 

“(18)  ‘A  project  best  adapted  to  a  comprehensive  plan’  means  that  project 
which,  by  itself  or  in  combination  with  other  existing  and  potential  projects, 
enables  the  best  comprehensive  plan  to  contribute  by  integrated  operation  the 
maximum  amount  of  net  public  benefits  as  compared  with  alternative  projects 
and  alternative  comprehensive  plans. 

“(19)  ‘Net  public  benefits’  means  the  difference  between  the  estimated  dollar 
value  of  all  beneficial  public  uses  and  the  estimated  measurable  dollar  cost  of 
obtaining  those  beneficial  public  uses  during  the  economic  service  life  of  a 
project.  Costs  and  benefits  of  each  project  shall  be  valued  by  the  Commission 
on  the  basis  of  the  costs  and  benefits  that  would  be  incurred  by  or  accrue  to 
whoever  is  considered  to  construct  the  project.  Where  the  project  could  be  con¬ 
sidered  to  be  constructed  by  the  United  States,  the  costs  shall  be  based  on  those 
which  actually  would  be  incurred  by  Federal  construction  agencies  and  the  rate 
of  interest  used,  unless  otherwise  provided  by  law,  shall  be  the  average  rate  on 
all  outstanding  marketable  obligations  of  the  United  States  Treasury.  Where  the 
project  would  be  expected  to  be  constructed  by  a  private  corporation  or  non- 
Federal  public  agency,  the  costs  and  benefits  shall  be  based  on  those  that  would 
be  incurred  by  or  accrue  to  that  private  corporation  or  non-Federal  public  agency. 
Where  comparisons  between  projects  possible  for  construction  by  the  United 
States  and  by  others  are  affected  by  differences  in  construction  standards,  or 
payments  or  nonpayments  of  taxes,  or  interest  rates,  or  other  factors,  then  the 
Commission  shall  also  make  comparisons  in  terms  of  physical  quantities  of  the 
benefits  produced  in  power,  flood  control,  and  other  public  uses,  so  as  to  show 
which  project  will  produce  the  maximum  physical  benefits,  provided  that  such 
comparisons  shall  be  made  only  for  such  projects  the  costs  of  which  are  not  in 
excess  of  the  benefits  according  to  the  particular  methods  of  measuring  costs  and 
benefits  appropriate  to  each  project. 

“(20)  ‘Beneficial  public  uses’  include  but  are  not  limited  to  uses  for  power 
generation ;  flood  control ;  navigation ;  irrigation ;  commercial  and  sports  fish¬ 
eries;  wildlife;  recreation;  domestic,  industrial,  and  mining  uses  of  water; 
salinity  control ;  slit  control ;  pollution  control ;  bank  stabilization ;  control  of 
beach  erosion ;  enhancement  of  waterfront  realestate  values ;  improvement  in 
water  quality ;  improved  streamflow  and  regulation ;  stabilization  of  water 
level.” 

Sec.  2.  Subsection  (a)  of  section  10  of  the  Federal  Power  Act  (16  U.  S.  C.  803), 
as  amended,  is  hereby  repealed  and  the  following  new  subsection  substituted 
therefor : 

“(a)  That  the  project  adopted,  including  the  maps,  plans,  and  specifications, 
shall  be  best  adapted  to  a  comprehensive  plan  for  improving  or  developing  a  river 
basin  for  the  use  or  benefit  of  interstate  or  foreign  commerce,  for  the  improvement 
and  utilization  of  water-power  development,  and  for  other  beneficial  public  uses, 
including  recreational  purposes.  The  Commission  shall  give  full  consideration  to 
any  alternative  projects  investigated  or  under  investigation  by  others  including 
Federal  agencies  and  to  any  comprehensive  plans  prepared  by  or  under  prepara¬ 
tion  by  others  including  Federal  agencies  before  determining  that  a  project  is 
best  adapted  to  a  comprehensive  plan ;  and  if  necessary  in  order  to  secure  the 
best  project  and  best  plan,  the  Commission  shall  have  authority  to  require  the 
modification  of  any  project  and  of  the  plans  and  specifications  of  the  project 
works  before  approval :  Provided,  That  the  Commission  may  license  any  project 
that  it  finds  not  best  adapted  to  a  comprehensive  plan  only  after  submitting  a 
report  with  findings  and  recommendations  to  the  Congress,  including  a  report  on 
the  best  alternative  project,  if  any,  and  provided  the  Congress  then  authorizes  the 
issuance  of  the  license”. 
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The  Chairman.  I  might  say  that  the  suggestion  has  been  made  that 
possibly  whatever  problem  this  poses  in  3185  might  well  be  incorpo¬ 
rated  in  some  way  in  the  comprehensive  bill  rather  than  a  separate 
piece  of  legislation. 

Mr.  Gatchell.  Yes,  sir. 

I  am  not,  of  course,  prepared  to  express  the  views  of  the  Federal 
Power  Commission. 

The  Chairman.  I  understand  that. 

Mr.  Gatchell.  On  the  suggestion  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior 
as  to  the  amendment,  section  10  (a),  but  personally,  I  would  think 
that  would  be  a  desirable  amendment  for  the  purpose  of  clarifying 
the  position  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior. 

He  is  entitled  to  come  in  under  present  circumstances,  it  is  not  nec¬ 
essary  for  him  to  intervene.  If  he  wants  to  intervene,  he  may  do  so 
and  has  done  so  in  times  past,  but  he  is  entitled  to  and  does  now  make 
very  vigorous  presentations  in  support  of  the  position  of  his  depart¬ 
ment. 

As  a  matter  of  fact,  Mr.  Chairman,  there  have  been  very  few  in¬ 
stances  when  there  have  been  difficulties  arising,  and  in  only  two  cases 
has  there  been  an  actual  conflict  between  the  power  interests  and 
the  fishery  interests  which  have  not  been  reconciled  in  a  manner  satis¬ 
factory  to  everybody. 

Those  two  happen  to  involve  two  with  which  you  are  very  familiar, 
namely,  the  Cowlitz  project,  by  the  city  of  Tacoma,  and  the  Pelton 
project,  by  the  Portland  General  Electric  Co. 

Now,  if  I  may,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  to  put  in  two  tables, 
one,  a  list  of  applications  for  preliminary  permit  or  license  for  Pacific 
Northwest  projects  which  fishery  agencies  have  requested  the  Com¬ 
mission  to  deny.  I  will  give  you  that  complete  list. 

Then,  a  second,  “Projects  constructed  or  under  construction  in  the 
Pacific  Northwest  to  which  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  offered  no 
objection  but  indicated  would  be  detrimental  to  migratory  fish  and 
migratory  waterfowl.” 

(The  tables  referred  to  follow :) 


Projects  constructed  or  under  construction  in  the  Pacific  Northwest  to  which  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  offered  no  objection  but  indicated  would  be 
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Mr.  Gatchell.  I  suggest  these  are  important,  because  it  shows  in 
how  many  cases  the  Commission  has  required  very  expensive  installa¬ 
tions  for  the  protection  of  fish  and  migratory  waterfowl. 

We  are  not  alone  concerned  with  fisheries  out  in  this  area,  but  also 
with  migratory  waterfowl  such  as  Canadian  geese  which  came  up  in 
connection  with  the  C.  J.  Strike  project  on  the  Idaho  River  east  of 
Boise,  and  the  Commission  there  required  a  rather  expensive  invest¬ 
ment  by  the  company  to  protect  migratory  waterfowl. 

The  Chairman.  There  is  no  denying  that  the  Interior  Department 
has  intervened  in  many  cases,  and  I  think  in  many  cases  has  done  a 
good  job  over  the  years.  There  have  been  cases  that  have  been  very 
disappointing  to  some  of  us  where  they  have  not  intervened,  where 
we  thought  they  should  have  intervened.  I  know  that  one  of  the  pur¬ 
poses  of  the  proponents  of  this  bill,  without  discussing  the  merits  of 
the  language,  or  the  administration,  is  that  there  would  be  some  re¬ 
quirement  that  those  who  have  the  interests  of  the  fish  and  wildlife 
intervene  and  present  a  case. 

I  appreciate  that  that  rests  a  great  deal  with  the  philosophy  of  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior,  whoever  he  may  be  at  a  given  time. 

I  suppose  you  could  find  some  power  advocates  to  say  the  Secretary 
of  the  Interior  is  too  zealous  in  this  matter,  and  others  on  the  other 
side  who  would  say  he  is  not  zealous  enough,  depending  on  his  own 
philosophy. 

Mr.  Gatchell.  I  would  think  so,  Mr.  Chairman,  because  one  of  the 
unfortunate  aspects  of  the  democratic  government  is  that  you  have  to 
depend  on  men,  after  all,  to  administer  your  laws. 

The  Chairman.  And  no  law  is  better  than  the  person  administer¬ 
ing  it. 

Mr.  Gatchell.  We  have  regarded  ourselves  at  the  Power  Commis¬ 
sion  as  weighing  these  conflicting  interests.  Some  of  the  power  com¬ 
panies  have  objected  strenuously  to  the  expensive  conditions  that  the 
Commission  has  put  in. 

The  city  of  Takoma  would  have  to  spend  $7,100,000  for  the  fish  pro¬ 
tection  facilities  which  the  Commission  requires,  and  in  that  connec¬ 
tion  I  might  point  out  to  you,  because  there  lias  been  reference  to  it 
this  morning,  it  was  the  Federal  Power  Commission  which  required 
the  Idaho  Power  Co.  to  put  in  the  fishery  facilities. 

The  Chairman.  Where  ? 

Mr.  Gatchell.  In  the  license  authorized  by  the  Commission. 

The  Chairman.  On  the  Brownlee  project  ? 

Mr.  Gatchell.  The  fishery  facilities  will  be  in  all  three.  The 
Brownlee  is  the  first  one  being  constructed. 

The  Chairman.  What  have  you  to  say  about  the  statement  made 
this  morning  that  the  company  claims  the  project  is  now  80  percent 
complete  and  nothing  has  been  done  yet  about  fisheries  ? 

Mr.  Gatchell.  I  will  get  right  to  that,  because  it  has  great  bear¬ 
ing  on  it. 

In  the  license  issued,  found  in  Opinion  283,  Idaho  Power  Co.  proj¬ 
ects  1971,  2132,  and  2133,  as  issued  August  4,  1955,  the  Commission 
states — 

If  I  may  just  give  this  to  the  reporter,  without  reading  the  whole 
thing  in  ? 
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The  Chairman.  We  will  have  it  on  file  with  the  committee. 

Mr.  Gatchell.  Article  34. 

(The  information  above  referred  to  is  as  follows :) 

Art.  34.  The  licensee  shall  make  available  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior, 
upon  his  request  and  further  order  of  the  Commission,  a  sum  up  to  $250,000  for 
use  by  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  to  carry  out  detailed  studies  of  the  extent 
and  character  of  the  fishery  resource  of  the  project  areas  and  to  devise  means 
and  measures  for  mitigating  losses  to  that  resource. 

Art.  35.  The  licensee  shall  construct,  maintain  and  operate  or  shall  arrange 
for  the  construction,  maintenance  and  operation  of  such  fish  ladders,  fish  traps 
or  other  fish-handling  facilities  or  fish-protective  devices  and  provide  fisli-hatch- 
ery  facilities  for  the  purpose  of  conserving  the  fishery  resources  and  comply 
with  such  reasonable  modifications  of  the  project  structures  and  operation  in 
the  interest  of  fish  life  as  may  be  prescribed  hereafter  by  the  Commission  upon 
its  own  motion  or  upon  the  recommendations  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior 
and  the  conservation  agencies  of  the  States  of  Idaho  and  Oregon. 

Art.  36.  The  licensee  shall  negotiate  with  the  Fish  and  Game  Commission  of 
the  State  of  Oregon  and  Department  of  Fish  and  Game  of  the  State  of  Idaho 
with  respect  to  the  amount  the  licensee  shall  pay  each  year  to  defray  a  reason¬ 
able  portion  of  the  operation  and  maintenance  cost  of  fishery  facilities  to  be 
provided  under  the  license.  Should  the  licensee  and  the  State  agencies  fail  to 
agree  on  the  amount  to  be  paid  by  the  licensee  for  such  purpose,  the  Commission 
reserves  the  right  to  determine  the  amount  of  this  annual  payment  after  notice 
and  opportunity  for  hearing. 

Art.  37.  The  licensee  shall  negotiate  with  the  Game  Commission  of  the  State 
of  Oregon  and  the  Department  of  Fish  and  Game  of  the  State  of  Idaho  with 
respect  to  the  acquisition  by  the  licensee  for  the  State  agencies  of  island  and 
marsh  areas  along  the  Snake  River  for  development  as  substitutes  for  water- 
fowl  nesting  areas  to  be  lost  by  reservoir  inundation. 

Should  the  licensee  and  the  State  agencies  fail  to  agree  on  the  acquisition  of 
such  lands,  the  Commission  reserves  the  right  to  make  a  final  determination  in 
this  matter  after  notice  and  opportunity  for  hearing. 


UNITED  STATES  OF  AMERICA 
Federal  Power  Commission 

llefore  Commissioners :  Jerome  K.  Kuykendall,  Chairman ;  Seaborn  L.  Digby, 
Frederick  Stueck,  William  R.  Connole,  and  Arthur  Kline 

In  the  Matter  of  Idaho  Power  Co.,  Project  No.  1971 

Order  Prescribing  Fish  Facilities 

(Issued  February  12,  1958) 

The  Idaho  Power  Co.  (licensee),  as  the  result  of  consultation  and  coopera¬ 
tion  with  the  United  States  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  the  Idaho  Department  of 
Fish  and  Game  and  the  Fish  and  Game  Commissions  of  the  State  of  Oregon, 
has  submitted  general  plans  showing  the  functional  design  of  fish  facilities  for 
the  Brownlee  and  Oxbow  developments  pursuant  to  article  35  of  the  license  for 
project  No.  1971. 

The  Secretary  of  the  Interior  and  the  aforesaid  Fish  and  Game  agencies  of  the 
States  of  Idaho  and  Oregon  have  advised  the  Commission  that  they  concur  in  the 
plans  submitted  by  the  licensee,  subject  to  such  further  reasonable  modification 
of  fish  facilities  as  the  Commission  may  hereafter  prescribe  upon  their  respective 
recommendations  and  provided  that  additional  fish  facilities  may  be  prescribed 
pursuant  to  article  35  of  the  license. 

The  general  plans  submitted  by  the  licensee  show  the  functional  design  of  a 
forebay  net  barrier  with  fish  skimming  and  trapping  devices  at  Brownlee  dam 
for  downstream  migrants ;  upstream  facilities  at  the  Oxbow  powerhouse  and 
spillway;  and  facilities  for  transfer  of  anadromous  fish  runs  from  the  Wild- 
horse  River  which  will  flow  into  the  Oxbow  pool.  The  facilities  for  transfer  of 
fish  from  the  Wildhorse  River  have  been  installed. 
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The  Commission  finds: 

It  is  consistent  with  the  public  interest  that  fish  facilities  be  prescribed  for  the 
Brownlee  and  Oxbow  developments  of  project  No.  1971,  pursuant  to  article  35 
of  the  license,  as  hereinafter  provided. 

The  Commission  orders: 

(A)  The  licensee  for  project  No.  1971  shall  construct,  operate,  and  maintain 
the  following  fish  facilities  subject  to  such  reasonable  modifications  as  the  Com¬ 
mission  may  hereafter  prescribe  upon  recommendation  of  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior,  the  Idaho  Department  of  Fish  and  Game,  and  the  Oregon  Fish  and 
Game  Commissions : 

(i)  Forebay  net  barrier  with  fish  skimming  and  trapping  devices  upstream 
from  the  Brownlee  dam,  generally  as  shown  on  drawings  Nos.  CV-83-023, 
CV-83-024,  CV-83-021,  and  CV-83-022,  together  with  suitable  means  of 
transporting  downstream  migrating  fish  from  the  traps  of  the  facility  for 
release  below  the  lowermost  dam  when  constructed  or  under  construction 
pursuant  to  this  license. 

(ii)  Upstream  migrant  facilities  at  the  Oxbow  powerhouse  and  spillway, 
generally  as  shown  on  drawings  Nos.  DC-83-011,  DC-83-017,  DC-83-025, 
and  DC-83-201,  together  with  suitable  means  for  transporting  upstream 
migrating  fish  from  the  traps  of  the  facility  for  release  above  the  Brownlee 
dam. 

(iii)  Facilities  for  transfer  of  anadromous  fish  runs  from  Wildhorse 
River,  including  fish  trapping  facilities,  generally  as  shown  on  drawing  No. 
14559,  sheets  1, 2,  and  3. 

(B)  The  Licensee  shall  proceed  immediately  with  the  construction  of  the 
facilities  prescribed  in  subparagraph  (i)  of  paragraph  (A)  of  this  order  and 
shall  not  commence  filling  the  Brownlee  reservoir  until  authorized  to  do  so  by 
further  order  of  the  Commission. 

(C)  Nothing  herein  shall  be  construed  as  full  compliance  with  the  provisions 
of  article  35  of  the  license  for  project  No.  1971. 

(D)  This  order  shall  become  final  30  days  from  the  date  of  its  issuance  unless 
application  for  rehearing  shall  be  filed  as  provided  in  section  313  (a)  of  the 
Federal  Power  Act,  and  failure  to  file  such  an  application  shall  constitute  ac¬ 
ceptance  of  this  order. 

By  the  Commission. 

Joseph  FI.  Gtjtride,  Secretary. 


Department  of  the  Interior, 

Office  of  the  Secretary, 
Washington,  D.  C.,  November  8, 1956. 

Hon.  Jerome  K.  Kuykendall, 

Chairman,  Federal  Power  Commission, 

Washington,  D.  C. 

My  Dear  Mr.  Kuykendall:  This  letter  contains  preliminary  recommenda¬ 
tions  of  this  Department  for  the  construction  of  fish  conservation  facilities  at 
projects  Nos.  1971  (Oxbow),  2132  (Hells  Canyon),  and  2133  (Brownlee)  on  the 
Snake  River,  Oregon-Idaho.  These  recommendations  are  made  in  implementa¬ 
tion  of  article  35  of  the  license  for  these  projects,  issued  by  the  Commission  on 
August  4, 1955. 

A  significant  run  of  salmon  and  steelhead  utilizes  the  spawning  and  rearing 
area  above  the  Brownlee  site.  To  deprive  the  region  and  the  Nation  of  the 
benefits  accruing  from  the  continued  availability  of  this  area  for  spawning  and 
rearing  would  constitute  an  unnecessary  sacrifice  of  an  important  portion  of  one 
of  the  principal  resources  of  the  Columbia  River  Basin,  not  sound,  comprehen¬ 
sive  development  of  the  basin.  Therefore,  it  is  the  recommendation  of  this  De¬ 
partment  that  facilities  be  installed  to  permit  the  continued  utilization  of  this 
upstream  area  for  spawning  and  rearing,  and  the  licensee  be  directed  by  the 
Commission  to  design,  construct,  and  operate  these  facilities  in  accordance  with 
standards  acceptable  to  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  of  this  Department,  the 
Idaho  Fish  and  Game  Department,  the  Oregon  Fish  Commission,  and  the  Oregon 
Game  Commission.  Each  of  these  State  agencies,  as  well  as  the  Fish  and  Wild¬ 
life  Service,  has  a  direct  interest  in  the  conservation  of  the  fishery  resources 
affected  by  these  projects. 
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Upstream  passage  facilities  are  required  for  the  collection  of  unstream  migrat¬ 
ing  fish  at  a  point  below  that  dam  which  constitutes  the  farthest  downstream 
block  at  any  given  time.  These  facilities  will  involve  (1)  a  rack  or  weir  or 
other  suitable  device  in  the  river  by  which  the  upstream  migrating  fish  would  be 
directed  to  a  point  where  they  can  be  brought  under  physical  control  in  a  suitable 
collecting  pool  or  chamber,  (2)  devices  for  the  transfer  of  these  upstream  migrat¬ 
ing  fish  from  such  pool  or  chamber  into  specially  designed  trucks  in  which  the 
fish  can  be  conveyed  to  the  point  of  release  in  the  forebay  of  Brownlee  Dam,  and 
(3)  the  trucks  themselves.  As  necessary  appurtenances  for  these  upstream 
facilities  there  will  be  required,  among  other  items,  satisfactory  access  roads 
connecting  existing  highways  with  the  point  of  collection  of  the  upstream  migrat¬ 
ing  fish  and  with  the  point  of  their  return  to  the  river,  service  buildings,  auxiliary 
equipment,  and  the  like. 

In  view  of  the  sequence  of  construction  being  followed  by  the  licensee,  collec¬ 
tion  facilities  for  upstream  migrants  will  need  be  installed  at  the  Brownlee  and 
Oxbow  structures  to  serve  only  on  a  temporary  basis  while  each  of  these  struc¬ 
tures  constitutes  the  lowermost  block  to  fish  passage.  Below  the  Hells  Canyon 
Dam  the  necessity  for  permanent  rather  than  temporary  facilities  will  depend 
upon  the  action  of  the  Commission  on  the  application  for  license  for  project  No. 
2173.  In  the  event  a  license  for  project  No.  2173  is  issued,  the  collection  facilities 
for  upstream  migrants  will  necessarily  have  to  be  placed,  again,  at  whichever  is 
the  lowermost  dam  forming  a  block  at  any  given  time.  We  anticipate  recom¬ 
mending,  in  case  the  license  for  project  No.  2173  is  issued,  that  permanent  facili¬ 
ties  for  upstream  migrants  be  constructed  below  the  Mountain  Sheep  Dam.  In 
any  event,  the  Snake  River  from  the  point  of  confluence  of  the  Imnaha  River  to 
the  Brownlee  site  constitutes  a  unit  for  purposes  of  anadromous  fish  conserva¬ 
tion  and,  therefore,  facilities  for  the  collection  and  transportation  of  upstream 
migrants  must  be  provided  at  the  lowermost  point  above  the  mouth  of  the 
Imnaha  River  where  construction  work  blocks  the  river  at  any  particular  time. 

Temporary  facilities  for  the  collection  of  upstream  migrants  at  the  outlet  of 
the  diversion  tunnel  at  Brownlee  have  already  been  provided  by  the  licensee  in 
accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  and  in  cooperation  with  the  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Service.  These  collection  facilities  for  upstream  migrants  are  expected 
to  be  satisfactory  for  that  purpose  so  long  as  water  is  diverted  through  the  tun¬ 
nel.  Other  upstream  facilities,  as  outlined  above,  will  need  to  be  provided  in 
time  to  be  ready  for  full  operation  when  the  diversion  of  the  Snake  River  through 
the  tunnel  at  Brownlee  Dam  ceases. 

For  the  collection  and  passage  of  downstream  migrants,  the  Department  rec¬ 
ommends  the  installation  of  a  so-called  skimmer  system  at  Brownlee  Dam.  The 
skimmer  system  should  be  of  the  type  referred  to  in  exhibit  105  which  has  been 
received  in  evidence  in  the  proceedings  on  the  application  for  license  in  project 
No.  2173  and  as  discussed  in  the  testimony  given  in  that  proceeding  on  September 
27,  1956,  by  Mr.  S.  J.  Hutchinson  of  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service:  “In  the 
opinion  of  this  Department,  there  is  sufficient  probability  of  success  to  warrant 
the  inclusion  of  the  skimmer  system  as  the  collection  facility  for  downstream 
migrants.  It  is,  therefore,  recommended  that  the  Commission  prescribe  that  the 
licensee  construct,  operate,  and  maintain  the  facilities  necessary  to  carry  out  the 
skimmer  principle  for  the  collection  of  downstream  migrants  at  the  Brownlee 
Dam.” 

The  skimmer  system  is  based  upon  the  principle  that  downstream-migrating 
fish  are  reluctant  to  enter  waters  of  a  substantial  depth.  The  functional  opera¬ 
tion  of  such  a  system,  therefore,  invokes  (1)  provision  for  drawing  water  for 
turbine  intakes  from  the  lower  levels  of  a  deep  reservoir  to  take  advantage  of 
the  fact  that  flsh  will  not  enter  water  at  such  levels,  and  (2)  the  use  of  the 
facility  to  attract  and  collect  fish  at  the  water  surface  (i.  e.,  the  skimmer  facility 
itself),  which  facility  must  be  designed  so  as  to  function  satisfactorily  at  the 
water  surface  regardless  of  fluctuations  in  the  reservoir  level,  and  which  may  or 
may  not  include  an  electrical  guiding  array,  depending  on  the  outcome  of  experi¬ 
ments  now  in  progress.  The  first  factor  mentioned  is  provided  either  by  place¬ 
ment  of  the  turbine  intake  themselves  at  considerable  depths  (at  least  120  feet) 
below  the  lowermost  level  of  the  forebay  or  by  the  placement  of  a  so-called  cur¬ 
tain  wall  in  front  of  higher  turbine  intakes  so  that  water  for  the  turbines  will  be 
drawn  from  a  lower  level  than  that  to  which  the  flsh  will  descend.  The  fish 
would  be  collected  from  a  flow  of  water  passing  through  the  skimmer  facility. 
After  collection,  they  would  be  transported  by  truck  past  the  lowermost  dam 
constituting  a  block  in  the  river  at  any  particular  time  and  released.  The  per¬ 
manent  downstream  passage  facilities  involving  this  skimmer  system  must  be 
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completed  and  ready  for  operation  prior  to  the  impoundment  of  water  behind 
Brownlee  Dam. 

While  principles  of  design,  construction,  and  operation  of  fish  passage  facil¬ 
ities  should  be  developed  by  the  licensee  in  collaboration  with  the  Fish  and  Wild¬ 
life  Service  and  the  State  conservation  agencies,  the  licensee  should  be  given 
responsibility  by  the  Commission  for  the  engineering  design  of  these  facilities, 
based  on  functional  criteria  to  be  developed  cooperatively  with  the  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Service  and  the  State  conservation  agencies.  The  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Service,  in  cooperation  with  the  States,  is  prepared  to  undertake  an  energetic 
program  looking  toward  development  of  these  criteria  at  the  earliest  possible  date. 
This  Department  will,  of  course,  cooperate  closely  with  the  licensee  and  the 
State  agencies  to  the  end  that  mutual  agreement  may  be  reached  on  specific 
plans  and  license  provisions  which  can  then  be  submitted  to  the  Commission 
for  approval. 

The  recommendations  in  this  letter,  in  partial  implementation  of  article  35  of 
the  license  for  projects  Nos.  1971,  2132,  and  2133,  are  necessarily  confined  at 
this  time  to  advice  concerning  the  general  scope  and  type  of  requisite  fish  passage 
facilities  in  order  that  the  licensee  may  institute  necessary  steps  toward  design 
and  construction  of  these  facilities  at  the  earliest  possible  time.  As  progess  is 
made  on  studies,  under  article  34  of  the  license,  it  is  anticipated  that  additional 
designs  and  plans  for  the  protection  of  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  affected  by  these 
projects  will  be  developed.  We  will,  of  course,  advise  the  Commission  as  rapidly 
as  feasible  of  the  need  for  such  additional  facilities  as  may  be  indicated  in 
further  implementation  of  article  35. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Feed  G.  A  and  a  he, 
Assistant  Secretary  of  the  Interior. 

The  Chairman.  All  right,  now,  that  is  all  in  the  license  ? 

Mr.  Gatciiell.  Yes,  sir. 

The  Chairman.  And  that  is  the  condition  imposed. 

Mr.  Gatchell.  Yes,  sir. 

The  Chairman.  But  the  testimony  here  this  morning  was  that  the 
dam,  by  the  company’s  own  estimates,  is  now  80  percent  complete,  and 
nothing  has  been  done  whatsoever  to  carry  out  the  mandate  of  the 
Power  Commision’s  provisions  in  the  license. 

Mr.  Gatciiell.  Now,  what  I  read  to  you  was  from  the  Commis¬ 
sion’s  order  of  August  1955. 

On  February  12,  1958,  the  Commission  issued  an  order,  and  if  I 
may,  I  will  just  put  it  in  the  transcript  at  this  place  and  have  it 
copied.  I  will  just  refer  to  one  paragraph  of  that  order. 

(The  order  follows :) 

UNITED  STATES  OF  AMERICA 
Federal  Power  Commission 

Before  Commissioners :  Jerome  K.  Kuykendall,  Chairman ;  Seaborn  L.  Digby, 
Frederick  Stueck,  William  R.  Connole,  and  Arthur  Kline 

In  the  Matter  of  Idaho  Power  Co. 

Project  No.  1971 

Order  Prescribing  Fish  Facilities 
(Issued  February  12,  1958) 

The  Idaho  Power  Co.  (licensee),  as  the  result  of  consultation  and  coopera¬ 
tion  with  the  United  States  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  the  Idaho  Department 
of  Fish  and  Game  and  the  Fish  and  Game  Commissions  of  the  State  of  Oregon, 
has  submitted  general  plans  showing  the  functional  design  of  fish  facilities  for 
the  Brownlee  and  Oxbow  developments  pursuant  to  article  35  of  the  license  for 
project  No.  1971. 

The  Secretary  of  the  Interior  and  the  aforesaid  Fish  and  Game  agencies  of  the 
States  of  Idaho  and  Oregon  have  advised  the  Commission  that  they  concur  in  the 
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plans  submitted  by  the  licensee,  subject  to  such  further  reasonable  modification 
of  fish  facilities  as  the  Commission  may  hereafter  prescribe  upon  their  respec¬ 
tive  recommendations  and  provided  that  additional  fish  facilities  may  be  pre¬ 
scribed  pursuant  to  article  35  of  the  license. 

The  general  plans  submitted  by  the  licensee  show  the  functional  design  of  a 
fox-ebay  net  barrier  with  fish  skimming  and  trapping  devices  at  Brownlee  Dam 
for  downstream  migrants;  upstream  facilities  at  the  Oxbow  powerhouse  aud 
spillway ;  and  facilities  for  transfer  of  anadromous  fish  runs  from  the  Wildhorse 
River  which  will  flow  into  the  Oxbow  pool.  The  facilities  for  transfer  of  fish 
from  the  Wildhorse  River  have  been  installed. 

The  Commission  finds : 

It  is  consistent  with  the  public  interest  that  fish  facilities  be  prescribed  for 
the  Brownlee  and  Oxbow  developments  of  project  No.  1971,  pursuant  to  article 
35  of  the  license,  as  hereinafter  provided. 

The  Commission  orders : 

(A)  The  licensee  for  project  No.  1971  shall  construct,  operate,  and  maintain 
the  following  fish  facilities  subject  to  such  reasonable  modifications  as  the  Com¬ 
mission  may  hereafter  prescribe  upon  recommendation  of  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior,  the  Idaho  Department  of  Fish  and  Game,  and  the  Oregon  Fish  and 
Game  Commissions : 

(i)  Forebay  net  barrier  with  fish  skimming  and  trapping  devices  upstream 

from  the  Brownlee  Dam,  generally  as  shown  on  drawings  Nos.  CV-83-023,  CV- 
83-024,  CV-83-021.  and  CV-83-022,  together  with  suitable  means  of  transport¬ 
ing  downstream  migrating  fish  from  the  traps  of  the  facility  for  release  below 
the  lowermost  dam  when  constructed  or  under  construction  pursuant  to  this 
license.  » 

(ii)  Upstream  migrant  facilities  at  the  Oxbow  powerhouse  and  spillway,  gen¬ 
erally  as  shown  on  drawings  Nos.  DC-83-011,  DC-83-017,  DC-83-025,  and  DC- 
83-201,  together  with  suitable  means  for  transporting  upstream  migrating  fish 
from  the  traps  of  the  facility  for  release  above  the  Brownlee  dam. 

(iii)  Facilities  for  transfer  of  anadromous  fish  runs  from  Wildhoi-se  River, 
including  fish  trapping  facilities,  genex-ally  as  shown  on  drawing  No.  14559, 
sheets  1,  2,  and  3. 

(B)  The  licensee  shall  proceed  immediately  with  the  consti-uction  of  the  facili¬ 
ties  prescribed  in  subparagraph  (i)  of  paragraph  (A)  of  this  order  and  shall 
not  commence  filling  the  Bi-ownlee  reservoir  until  authorized  to  do  so  by  fur¬ 
ther  order  of  the  Commission. 

(C)  Nothing  herein  shall  be  construed  as  full  compliance  with  the  pi-ovisions 
of  article  35  of  the  license  for  project  No.  1971. 

(D)  This  order  shall  become  final  30  days  from  the  date  of  its  issuance  un¬ 
less  application  for  rehearing  shall  be  filed  as  provided  in  section  313  (a)  of  the 
Federal  Power  Act,  and  failure  to  file  such  an  application  shall  constitute  accept¬ 
ance  of  this  order. 

By  the  Commission. 

Joseph  H.  Gutride,  Secretary. 

The  Chairman.  Now,  that  is  the  crux  of  this  thing,  whether  they 
can  fill  this  reservoir,  and  it  costs  them  money  if  they  do  not  fill  it,  so 
they  are  under  a  very  great  economic  impulse  there  to  comply  with 
the  Fishery  requirements  before  they  can  fill. 

Mr.  Gotchell.  We  wrote  to  the  State  Commission,  State  agencies 
in  both  Idaho  and  Oregon,  and  if  I  may,  I  would  like  to  put  in  the  rec¬ 
ord  the  letter  of  January  17, 1958,  from  Ross  Leonard,  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Fish  and  Game  of  the  State  of  Idaho  ; 

A  letter  from  Mr.  P.  W.  Schneider,  Director  of  the  Oregon  State 
Game  Commission,  dated  January  22, 1958 ; 

A  letter  from  Mr.  George  Y.  Harry,  Jr.,  Acting  State  Fisheries  Di¬ 
rector,  Fish  Commission  of  Oregon,  dated  January  23,  1958,  and  a 
letter  from  Fred  G.  Aandahl,  Acting  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  dated 
February  5, 1958,  dealing  with  the  very  matter  of  what  they  shall  put 
in  before  they  shall  start  filling  the  reservoir  at  Brownlee. 
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(The  letters  follow :) 


Federal  Power  Commission, 

Washington,  D.  C. 


State  of  Idaho, 

Department  of  Fish  and  Game, 

January  17,  1958 , 


Gentlemen  :  Reference  is  made  to  your  letter  of  December  24,  1957,  relative 
to  project  No.  1971  and  plans  for  fish  facilities  for  the  Brownlee  and  Oxbow  de¬ 
velopments. 

These  plans,  as  submitted  by  Idaho  Power  Co.,  are  in  general  argeement  with 
our  recommendations  to  the  company  for  handling  the  fish.  It  is  mutually  un¬ 
derstood,  however,  between  the  agencies  and  the  company  that  the  model  studies 
now  in  progress  at  Washington  State  College,  Pullman,  on  the  forebay  barrier 
might  indicate  the  need  for  changes  in  design  and/or  location  of  the  barrier  and, 
further,  that  during  the  development  of  detailed  engineering  plans  for  the  arti¬ 
ficial  outlets,  forebay  barrier,  fish  lock  cylinder,  pump  and  transportation  equip¬ 
ment,  all  of  which  are  being  recommended  for  facilitating  passage  of  downstream 
migrant  fish  at  Brownlee  Dam,  we  are  reserving  the  right  to  make  recommenda¬ 
tions  which  will  improve  the  function  of  these  facilities. 

With  these  reservations,  then,  general  approval  is  given  to  the  plans  as  sub¬ 
mitted  by  the  Power  Company,  as  follows :  Nos.  CV-83-021,  022,  023,  and  024 ; 
DC-83-011,  017,  201,  and  025  (which  replaces  022) . 

The  facilities  for  trapping  the  runs  from  Wildhorse  River  have  been  installed 
and  are  in  operation  at  the  present  time.  The  plans  for  these  facilities  Nos. 
D-14559  (3  sheets)  are  also  approved. 

Yours  very  truly, 


Ross  Leonard,  Director. 


State  of  Oregon, 

Oregon  State  Game  Commission, 

Portland,  January  22, 1958. 

Re  project  No.  1971 — Idaho  Power  Co. 

Federal  Power  Commission, 

Washington,  D.  C. 

Gentlemen  :  Our  letter  of  December  30,  1957,  was  not  an  answer  to  yours 
of  December  24,  1957,  which  transmitted  copies  of  a  number  of  drawings  and 
other  documents  sent  to  you  by  the  Idaho  Power  Co. 

A  model  for  the  downstream  net  barrier  in  the  Brownlee  forebay  constructed 
for  the  Idaho  Power  Co.  has  just  been  completed  and  testing  is  now  under  way 
on  it.  This  work  is  resulting  in  a  number  of  changes  to  drawings  pertinent  to 
that  phase  of  the  project.  We  have  also  received  from  the  company  a  changed 
drawing  to  replace  that  numbered  DC-83-022. 

We  approve  the  general  ideas  expressed  in  the  drawings,  but  must  be  able  to 
suggest  changes  or  agree  to  those  suggested  by  others.  This  we  could  not  do  if 
final  approval  were  given  to  these  drawings/some  of  which  are  already  obso¬ 
lete.  On  the  basis  that  mutually  acceptable  changes  for  improvement  can  be 
made,  we  are  in  accord  with  Brownlee  drawings  CV  83-023,  CV  83-024,  CV 
83-021  (which  negates  artificial  outlet  details  on  CV  83-024),  CV  83-022,  and 
Oxbow  drawings  DC  83-011,  DC  83-017,  DC  83-025  (which  supersedes  CD 
83-022),  and  DC  83-201.  The  Wildhorse  River  facilities  shown  in  drawing 
D-14559  (3  sheets)  are  constructed,  and  subject  to  minor  changes  that  may 
become  necessary,  we  approve  them. 

We  appreciate  the  imminence  of  completion  of  Brownlee  construction,  and 
the  fact  that  fish  facilities  must  be  ready  at  that  time.  It  is  hoped  this  can 
be  accomplished  without  delaying  construction.  Yet  it  is  mandatory  that  the 
fishery  protective  elements  be  integrated  in  the  installation  as  construction 
schedules  proceed. 

Yours  very  truly, 


P.  W.  Schneider,  Director. 
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Federal  Power  Commission, 

Washington,  D.  C. 


State  of  Oregon, 

Fish  Commission  of  Oregon, 

Portland,  January  23, 1938. 


Gentlemen  :  Reference  is  made  to  your  letter  of  December  24,  1957.  As  re¬ 
quested  we  herein  comment  on  the  specified  plans  for  fish  facilities  at  Idaho 
Power  Co.’s  project  No.  1971  which  accompanied  your  letter.  Our  approval  is 
qualified  by  certain  revisions  which  have  been  made  to  these  plans. 

The  general  plan  for  collection  of  downstream  migrant  fish  in  the  Brownlee 
forebay  as  illustrated  by  drawings  CV  83-023,  CV  83-024,  CV  83-021,  and  CV 
83-022  is  approved.  However  we  reserve  the  privilege  to  make  recommenda¬ 
tions  concerning  details  of  these  plans  that  have  not  yet  been  resolved.  Fur¬ 
ther  we  wish  to  inform  the  Commission  that  present  plans  for  downstream 
migrant  collection  with  the  floating  barrier  rests  with  the  outcome  of  the  scale 
model  at  Pullman,  Wash. 

We  agreed  to  the  general  schemes  for  both  temporary  and  permanent  trap¬ 
ping  of  upstream  migrant  fish  at  Oxbow  Dam  but  we  must  refrain  from  com¬ 
plete  approval  of  plans  DC  83-011,  DC  83-017,  DC  83-022,  and  DC  83-201  for 
the  reason  that  minor  changes  have  resulted  since  the  receipt  of  these  drawings. 

We  also  approve  the  Wildhorse  River  fish  trapping  facilities  as  illustrated 
in  plan  D-14559,  sheets  1-3. 

We  reserve  the  privilege  of  reviewing  and  commenting  on  further  qualifica¬ 
tions  on  these  drawings  which  may  be  made  by  any  of  the  fisheries  agencies. 

This  office  is  fully  cognizant  of  the  time  schedule  for  filling  the  Brownlee 
reservoir. 

Sincerely  yours, 


George  Y.  Harry,  Jr., 
Acting  State  Fisheries  Director. 


Department  of  the  Interior, 

Office  of  the  Secretary, 
Washington,  D.  G.,  February  5, 1958. 

Hon.  Jerome  K.  Kuykendall, 

Chairman,  Federal  Power  Commission, 

Washington,  D.  C. 

Dear  Mr.  Kuykendall:  The  Commission’s  letter  of  December  24,  1957  (your 
reference  project  No.  1971,  Idaho  Power  Co.),  referred  to  plans  for  fish  facilities 
for  the  Brownlee  and  Oxbow  developments  enclosed  with  a  letter  of  Decem¬ 
ber  13,  1957,  to  the  Commission  from  the  Idaho  Power  Co.,  and  requested  our 
advice  as  to  whether  the  plans  as  submitted  are  in  accordance  with  this  De¬ 
partment’s  recommendations  for  the  handling  of  fish  at  the  Brownlee  and  Oxbow 
developments. 

This  Department’s  recommendations  for  the  handling  of  anadromous  fish  at 
these  developments  were  set  out  in  our  letters  to  the  Commission  dated  No¬ 
vember  8, 1956,  July  1, 1957,  and  December  9, 1957. 

The  designs  of  the  passage  facilities  as  presented  in  the  drawings  accom¬ 
panying  the  licensee’s  letter  of  December  13  are,  in  general,  consistent  with 
our  recommendations.  Operation  of  the  model  of  the  net  barrier  for  Brownlee 
Dam  at  the  Hydraulic  Laboratory  at  Pullman,  Wash.,  on  January  14  revealed 
that  there  were  several  features  that  would  require  modification.  Additional 
model  studies  are  underway  to  evolve  design  changes,  and  it  is  anticipated  that 
mutually  acceptable  revisions  can  be  effected.  With  this  understanding,  we 
believe  it  now  appropriate  for  the  Commission  to  implement  articles  35  and 
36  of  the  license  by  specifying  installation  of  the  facilities  of  the  general  nature 
exhibited  in  the  drawings. 

The  cost  of  operating  and  maintaining  these  facilities,  together  with  the  cost 
of  providing  necessary  ancillary  services,  such  as  the  transportation  of  mi¬ 
grants,  are,  in  our  view,  properly  assignable  wholly  to  the  licensee,  since  these 
facilities  and  services  are  required  solely  by  reason  of  the  project  under  license. 
For  similar  reasons,  the  operation  and  maintenance  of  the  facilities  should  be 
performed  by  the  licensee’s  personnel. 
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We  have  in  this  letter  refrained  from  commenting  upon  the  observations* 
made  by  the  licensee  in  its  December  13  letter  relative  to  cost  estimates  and 
fishery  values,  since  the  basic  issue  of  the  inclusion  of  fish  protective  facilities 
was  resolved  by  the  Commission  in  its  Opinion  No.  2X3  and  the  accompanying 
order  issuing  the  license  for  these  projects. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Fred  G.  Aandahl, 
Secretary  of  the  Interior. 


The  Chairman.  Now,  let  me  ask  this  for  the  record.  Are  the  con¬ 
ditions  in  the  license  somewhat  general,  that  they  should  do  certain 
things? 

Mr.  Gatciiell.  Yes,  sir. 

The  Chairman.  Now,  that  must  be  implemented  by  a  plan. 

Mr.  Gatchell.  Which  the  Federal  Power  Commission  must  first 
approve  before  they  can  fill. 

The  Chairman.  Has  that  plan  reached  the  Federal  Power  Com¬ 
mission  ? 

Mr.  Gatchell.  Yes,  sir,  the  order  of  February  12,  1958,  gives  the 
facilities  that  are  to  be  constructed  and  the  manner  in  which  they  are 
to  be  constructed,  forebay  net  barrier  with  fish  skimming  and  trap¬ 
ping  devices  upstream  from  the  Brownlee  Dam. 

It  is  generally  shown  on  several  drawings  which  are  specifically 
approved  by  the  Commission,  together  with  suitable  means  for  trans¬ 
porting  downstream  migrating  fishes  from  the  traps  of  the  facility 
for  release  below  the  lowermost  dam  under  construction  pursuant  to 
this  license. 

Now,  those,  Mr.  Chairman,  are  specific  designs  for  specific  facilities 
that  have  been  presented  to  these  State  agencies  and  to  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  the  Interior. 

The  Chairman.  All  right. 

That  is  what  is  known  generally  as  the  skimmer  method? 

Mr.  Gatchell.  Well,  the  skimmer  method  is  a  part  of  it.  They 
have  trapping  devices  in  there.  The  skimmer  method  is  the  essential 
part  for  getting  it  downstream,  the  fingerlings  downstream  past  the 
dam. 

Then,  they  also  have  these  devices  for  getting  the  fish  going  up¬ 
stream  to  take  them  on  up,  so  that  they  may  there  spawn  above 
the  dam. 

The  Chairman.  But  the  Power  Commission  now,  under  the  broad 
directive  of  their  original  license  to  the  Idaho  Power  Co.  have  now 
suggested  that  they  bring  in  their  plan,  and  the  plan  that  has  been 
brought  in  is  the  so-called  skimmer  plan. 

Mr.  Gatchell.  That  is  the  first  one  I  referred  to ;  yes,  sir. 

Now,  the  second  plan  is  the  upstream  migrant  facilities  at  the 
Oxbow  powerhouse  and  spillway  generally  as  shown  on  drawings, 
together  with  suitable  means  for  transporting  upstream  migrating 
fish  from  the  traps  of  the  facility  for  release  above  the  Brownlee  Dam, 

The  Chairman.  When  was  that  order  issued? 

Mr.  Gatchell.  February  12,  1958.  They  still  have  not  filled  the 
Brownlee  Reservoir  and  can’t  do  so  until  a  further  order  of  the 
Commission. 

The  Chairman.  That  was  after  this  bill  was  introduced? 

Mr.  Gatchell.  We  had  been  working  on  that  for  some  time  and  the 
only  reason  we  were  held  up  in  it  was  we  had  not  gotten  reports  from 
the  State  agencies  and  from  the  Department  of  Interior. 
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The  Chairman.  Here  is  the  testimony  of  the  Director  of  Fisheries 
of  Oregon.  He  says  for  high  dams,  and  1  quote : 

*  *  *  where  reservoir  fluctuations  will  vary  as  much  as  hundreds  of  feet — ■ 

which  I  presume  would  be  these  dams — 

the  fish  passage  problems  have  not  been  solved,  and  there  is  grave  doubt  in  the 
minds  of  most  experts  on  the  subject  that  they  can  be  successfully  solved.  At 
two  high  dams,  devices  known  as  skimmers  are  now  ready  for  testing. 

I  presume  lie  is  talking  about  this  situation. 

Mr.  Gatchell.  I  presume  he  is ;  yes,  sir. 

The  Chairman  (reading)  : 

These  are  designed  to  divert  the  fingerlings  into  safe  passage  around  the 
structure  on  their  way  to  the  ocean.  Advocates  of  the  high  dams  are  much  more 
optimistic  about  the  success  of  these  yet  untested  contraptions  than  are  fishery 
biologists. 

What  have  you  to  say  to  that — this  is  from  the  Director  of  the 
Oregon  State  Fisheries. 

Mr.  Gatchell.  I  will  now  read  to  you  from  the  letter  from  Mr. 
George  Y.  Harry,  Jr.,  acting  State  fisheries  director,  dated  January 
23,  1958,  to  the  Federal  Power  Commission: 

*  *  *  The  general  plan  for  collection  of  downstream  migrant  fish  in  the  Brown¬ 
lee  forebay  as  illustrated  by  drawings  CV  83-023,  CV  83-024,  CV  83-02i  and  CY 
83-022  is  approved.  However  we  reserve  the  privilege  to  make  recommendations 
concerning  details  of  these  plans  that  have  not  yet  been  resolved.  Further  we 
wish  to  inform  the  Commission  that  present  plans  for  downstream  migrant 
collection  with  the  floating  barrier  rests  with  the  outcome  of  the  scale  model 
at  Pullman,  Wash. 

We  agreed  to  the  general  schemes  for  both  temporary  and  permanent  trapping 
of  upstream  migrant  fish  at  Oxbow  Dam  but  we  must  refrain  from  complete  ap¬ 
proval  of  plans  DC  83-011,  DC  83-017,  DC  83-022,  and  DC  83-201  for  the  reason 
that  minor  changes  have  resulted  since  the  receipt  of  these  drawings. 

We  also  approve  the  Wildhorse  River  fish  trapping  facilities  as  illustrated  in 
plan  D-14559,  sheets  1  to  3. 

The  Chairman.  There  seems  to  be  a  slight  difference  of  opinion  be¬ 
tween  the  now  director  of  fisheries  and  the  acting  director. 

Mr.  Gatchell.  Yes,  sir.  We  can  only  act,  though,  Mr.  Chairman, 
upon  those  letters  which  we  get,  and  when  they  approve  something, 
we  take  it  that  they  know  what  they  are  doing,  because  we  have  worked 
with  them  and  required  the  company  to  spend  substantial  sums  already 
in  these  experiments. 

The  Chairman.  Would  you  put  in  the  record  how  much  the  com¬ 
pany  has  spent  up  to  date  on  fish  handling  facilities? 

Mr.  Gatchell.  I  will  be  glad  to.  I  don't  have  it  handy  here. 

The  Chairman.  Limiting  it  to  fish. 

Mr.  Gatchell.  Limiting  it  to  strictly  fish-handling  facilities,  but 
they  have  also  spent  something  for  the  wildfowl  they  must  protect 
along  the  banks  where  the  nesting  places  are  being  disturbed,  and  we 
agree  with  the  State  people  and  with  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 
that  that  should  be  done. 

The  estimated  cost  for  the  Brownlee,  Oxbow,  and  Hells  Canyon 
project  of  fish  facilities,  just  fish,  the  estimated  cost  was  9,550,000,  of 
which  314  million  would  be  spent  for  the  barrier  alone  at  the  Oxbow 
project,  that  being  the  upper  project — Brownlee,  I  beg  pardon. 

The  Chairman.  Oxbow  is  below  ? 

Mr.  Gatchell.  Yes,  that  is  for  the  barrier  at  the  Brownlee  Dam. 

Xow,  1  think  that  covers  the  Hells  Canyon. 
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We  have  tried  to  do  in  that,  Mr.  Chairman,  everything  that  could 
be  done  to  protect  the  fish  facilities,  the  migratory  fish  in  that  section, 
both  upstream  and  downstream,  and  I  suggest  to  you  that  the  letters 
which  we  are  giving  to  the  committee  demonstrate  that  at  the  time  the 
Commission  acted,  it  had  the  approval  of  the  State  agencies,  the  ones 
that  are  as  much  interested  in  this  as  anybody  else. 

The  Chairman.  I  can  understand  the  approval  of  the  Idaho  State 
Agency. 

Mr.  Gatchell.  This  is  the  Oregon  State  Agency.  Also  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Interior. 

I  might  say,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  the  Commission  has  invariably - 

The  Chairman.  I  do  not  desire  to  belabor  this,  but  perhaps  you 
should  ask  the  Commissioner  of  Fisheries  of  Oregon  about  this,  as  he 
testified  this  morning,  and  there  seems  to  be  a  difference  of  opinion. 

Mr.  Gatchell.  Well,  I  will  be  glad  to. 

The  Chairman.  You  heard  his  testimony  ? 

Mr.  Gatchell.  I  did,  I  sat  here  and  was  amazed  to  hear  it  in  view 
of  the  letter  we  have. 

We  also  ask  these  State  people,  whenever  there  is  a  project  where  a 
fish  problem  might  be  up  in  the  remotest  way,  we  send  a  letter  to  those 
State  agencies  so  that  they  may  comment  either  to  us  directly  or  to  the 
Department  of  the  Interior. 

If  they  want  to  do  it  that  way,  that  is  all  right  with  us,  and  if  I 
might,  I  would  like - 

The  Chairman.  The  point  I  make  is  I  do  think  the  Federal  Power 
Commission,  before  they  approve,  as  you  say,  the  filling  of  the  reser¬ 
voir,  which  is  the  final  thing  that  must  be  necessary  before  the  dam 
starts  to  operate,  that  they  ask  the  Commissioner  of  Oregon  Fish¬ 
eries  what  he  thinks  about  the  fish  protection  involved. 

Mr.  Gatchell.  I  want  to  call  attention  to  this. 

As  I  stated  when  I  referred  to  the  Commission’s  order  of  February 
12  of  this  year,  we  require  them  to  get  our  approval  before  filing,  and 
we  have  asked  both  the  State  agencies  and  the  Department  of  Interior 
Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  to  let  us  know  further  on  this  matter,  and 
we  have  been  asked  by  the  Department  of  Interior  to  delay,  if  they 
might  delay  their  report  for  another  additional  week. 

We  still  expect  to  hear  further  from  all  of  these  agencies,  and  I 
would  think  in  view  of  the  testimony  this  morning  that  they  would 
have  to  tell  us  what  they  have  to  say  at  this  time. 

The  Chairman.  I  understand  there  is  nothing  there  yet,  there  is 
nothing  to  tell  you  about. 

Mr.  Gatchell.  Oh,  yes,  they  have  to  tell  us — — 

The  Chairman.  Let  me  ask  you  this  and  get  it  clear :  Do  you  have 
a  man  out  there  on  the  ground  ? 

Mr.  Gatchell.  We  don’t  have  enough  men  to  do  that.  We  send  a 
man  out  periodically  to  make  a  regular  inspection  as  we  do  at  all  of 
the  projects  under  construction. 

The  Chairman.  How  periodically  ? 

Mr.  Gatchell.  At  least  once  a  month. 

The  Chairman.  And  he  makes  a  report  ? 

Mr.  Gatchell.  Yes,  sir. 

The  Chairman.  And  the  rest  of  the  information  you  get  by  asking 
the  company  questions,  and  they  send  you  their  answers  ? 
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Mr.  Gatchell.  Well,  yes.  But  we  also  get  reports  from  the  com¬ 
panies — from  this  company  on  this  project.  We  get  those  regularly, 
too,  and  we  have  been  right  from  the  very  beginning. 

The  Chairman.  Is  the  project  80  percent  complete  ? 

Mr.  Gatchell.  It  is  expected  that  they  can  start  filling  in  the  latter 
part  of  this  spring,  or  early  summer.  That  is,  the  dam  has  reached 
the  stage  where  they  can  start  filling  the  reservoir,  and  it  is  for  that 
reason  that  the  Commission  has  in  its  order  the  requirements  that  they 
may  not  start  filling  until  the  Commission  issues  a  further  order,  and 
the  Commission  now  has  requests  to  the  State  agencies  and  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Interior  for  further  comments  and  views  as  to  the  relationship 
of  reservoir  filling,  and  the  construction  of  the  fish  facilities. 

The  Chairman.  The  company  has  issued  statement  after  statement 
about  how  far  they  are  along,  and,  of  course,  there  is  an  obvious  rea¬ 
son  for  that,  because  the  further  they  are  along  the  better  case  they 
have  not  to  push  it  back,  so  I  think  if  you  discounted  the  80  percent, 
you  might  be  correct. 

Mr.  Gatchell.  I  think  there  is  a  little  misapprehension.  They 
don’t  need  to  be  100  percent  completed  to  start  filling.  They  can  start 
filling  when  they  get  the  reservoir  in  condition  so  they  can  pass  the 
water  proposal. 

The  Chairman.  I  imagine  they  would  like  to  start  filling  before  this 
Congress  adjourned,  and  heave  a  sigh  of  relief,  probably. 

Mr.  Gatchell.  We  don’t  represent  the  Idaho  Power  Co.  We  really 
have  stepped  on  those  people,  because  we  want  them  to  do  what  is 
right. 

Now,  if  I  might  also  give  to  the  committee  the  Commission’s  Opin¬ 
ion  No.  307,  which  was  issued  on  January  20  of  this  year,  that  is  in 
project  No.  2173,  Pacific  Northwest  Power  Co.,  the  Mountain  Sheep 
and  Pleasant  Valley  developments,  for  which  the  Commission  denied  a 
license. 

The  Chairman.  Opinion  307  will  be  placed  in  the  record. 

(The  document  referred  to  follows :) 
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Opinion  and  Order  Denying  Application  for  License 
Issued  January  20, 1958 

APPEARANCES 

For  Pacific  Northwest  Power  Company : 

Allen  A.  Smith. 

Hugh  Smith. 
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For  the  State  of  Oregon : 

Robert  Y.  Thorton,  attorney  general. 
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Lyle  R.  Wolff. 

Joseph  H.  Sliarlitt. 

Mrs.  Evelyn  H.  Cooper. 

Lucien  Hilmer. 

For  Idaho  Fish  and  Game  Department : 

Graydon  W.  Smith,  attorney  general. 

T.  J.  Jones,  III,  assistant  attorney  general. 

For  the  Staff  of  the  Federal  Power  Commission : 

John  C.  Mason,  deputy  general  counsel. 

Joseph  B.  Hobbs,  attorney.  ,  , 

Before  Commissioners :  Jerome  K.  Kuykendall,  Chairman ;  feeaborn  L.  Dig  by, 
Frederick  Stuec-k,  William  R.  Connole  and  Arthur  Kline. 

There  is  before  us  upon  exceptions  to  the  presiding  examiner’s  decision  an 
application  for  a  license  filed  under  section  4  (e)  of  the  Federal  Power  Act1  by 
Pacific  Northwest  Power  Co.  of  Portland.  Dreg.,  for  the  construction,  operation 
and  maintenance  of  a  hydroelectric  project,  composed  of  the  Mountain  Sheep 
and  Pleasant  Valley  development,  on  the  Snake  River  between  Idaho  and  Oregon. 
The  presiding  examiner  would  grant  a  license  to  Pacific  Northwest.  Because, 
as  will  appear  below,  in  our  judgment  the  proposed  Mountain  Sheep-Pleasant 
Valley  project  is  not  “best  adapted”  to  a  comprehensive  plan  for  developing  the 
river' within  the  meaning  of  section  10  (a)  of  the  act,  we  are  unable  to  grant 
a  license  as  requested  for  the  construction,  operation  and  maintenance  of  that 
project. 

The  application  for  license  was  filed  on  September  7,  1955.  The  Commission 
permitted  intervention  by  the  National  Hells  Canyon  Association,  Inc.,  North¬ 
west  Public  Power  Association,  Montana  Farmers  Union,  National  Farmers 
Union,  Idaho  State  Federation  of  Labor,  the  Oregon  Farmers  Union,  the  State  of 
Oregon  acting  through  its  Game  Commission  and  Fish  Commission,  and  the  State 
of  Idaho  through  its  Fish  and  Game  Commission  stating  that  it  was  desirable  to 
allow  interveners  to  present  facts  and  law  from  which  the  nature  and  validity 
of  their  alleged  rights  and  interests  might  be  determined.  Hearings  were  held 
in  Pendleton,  Oreg. ;  Lewiston,  Idaho ;  and  in  Washington,  D.  C.,  concluding  on 
December  19,  1956.  At  the  hearings  Pacific  Northwest  moved  that  the  various 
petitions  to  intervene  be  dismissed  on  a  number  of  grounds  including  lack  of 
interest  in  the  proceeding. 

On  March  8,  1957,  Hells  Canyon  Association  filed  a  petition  to  reopen  the 
record  and  to  continue  the  proceeding  in  order  to  incorporate,  among  other  things, 
the  results  of  a  study  now  under  way  by  the  United  States  Army  Corps  of  En¬ 
gineers  further  reviewing  plans  for  development  of  the  Columbia  River  Basin,  in¬ 
cluding  the  stretch  of  the  Snake  River  involved  here.  This  motion  was  denied 
by  the  Commission  on  March  28,  1957,  and  the  presiding  examiner’s  decision  was 
issued  on  July  23, 1957. 

In  his  decision  the  presiding  examiner  discussed  the  features  of  the  applicant’s 
proposed  project  and  the  benefits  expected  to  flow  therefrom  and  compared 
the  proposed  project  with  the  alternative  Nez  Perce  project.  Although  he 
concluded  that  the  Nez  Perce  project  would  be  an  excellent  development  and 
was  superior  with  respect  to  flood  control,  he  found  that  the  Mountain  Sheep- 
Pleasant  Valley  project  was  best  adapted  to  a  comprehensive  plan  for  improving 
and  developing  the  middle  reach  of  the  Snake  River.  In  addition,  he  concluded 
that  development  of  this  reach  of  the  Snake  should  not  be  undertaken  by  the 
United  States  itself.  With  respect  to  the  interveners  he  found  that  the  North¬ 
west  Public  Power  Association  and  the  Hells  Canyon  Association  were  qualified 
to  participate  in  the  proceeding  but  that  the  farm  and  labor  groups  were  not. 

Exceptions  were  filed  to  the  decision  by  Pacific  Northwest,  jointly  by  Hells 
Canyon  Association  and  Public  Power  Association,  by  the  State  of  Oregon,  by 
the  State  of  Idaho  and  by  the  Staff  of  this  Commission.  At  the  time  exceptions 
were  filed  Hells  Canyon  Association  and  Public  Power  Association,  and  the 
State  of  Oregon  by  motion,  requested  delay  in  our  decision  pending  further 
study  by  the  Corps  of  Engineers  and  the  Oregon  Water  Resources  Board. 

The  applicant,  Pacific  Northwest,  is  an  Oregon  corporation  whose  2,000  shares 
of  common  stock  outstanding  are  owned  equally  by  The  Montana  Power  Co.. 
Washington  Water  Power  Co.,  Portland  General  Electric  Co.,  and  Pacific  Power 


1 16  U.  S.  C.  791a-825r. 
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&  Light  Co.  The  board  of  directors  of  Pacific  Northwest  is  made  up  of  2 
officials  of  each  of  these  4  companies,  which  are  operating  utilities  doing  an 
electric-power  business  in  the  northwest  part  of  the  United  States.  Portland 
General  Electric  serves  an  area  in  Oregon,  including  the  cities  of  Salem  and 
Portland ;  Montana  Power  serves  an  area  almost  wholly  confined  to  the  State 
of  Montana ;  Washington  Water  Power  serves  customers  in  northern  Idaho  and 
the  northeastern  portion  of  the  State  of  Washington ;  Pacific  Power  &  Light 
serves  areas  in  Oregon,  Wyoming,  Washington,  northern  Idaho,  and  western 
Montana. 

The  Snake  River  is  the  largest  tributary  of  the  Columbia  River.  The 
Columbia  River  Basin  is  described  by  the  United  States  Army  Corps  of  Engineers 
(H.  Doc.  No.  531,  81st  Cong.,  2d  sess.)  as  the  largest  present  producer  and  the 
largest  potential  source  of  hydroelectric  power  on  this  continent,  as  the  primary 
salmon-producing  stream  in  the  United  States  and  as  carrying  active  barge 
navigation  over  300  miles  inland. 

At  river  mile  324  the  Columbia  is  joined  by  the  Snake  which  is  1073  miles 
in  length.  Arising  in  Wyoming,  the  Snake  flows  west  across  Idaho  to  the 
Oregon  border,  north  along  the  border  through  a  broad,  flat  valley  and  through 
Hells  Canyon  in  a  mountainous  area  and  eventually  west  to  enter  the  Columbia 
near  Pasco,  Wash.  Between  Hells  Canyon  and  its  confluence  with  the  Columbia, 
the  Snake  is  joined  by  the  Imnaha,  Salmon,  Grande  Ronde,  and  Clearwater 
Rivers  in  that  order.  The  Commission  has  found  that  “The  Snake  River  from 
its  junction  with  the  Columbia  River  up  to  the  mouth  of  Henry’s  Fork  is  a  navi¬ 
gable  water  of  the  United  States.”  Idaho  Power  Company,  14  F.  P.  C. _ , 

Op.  No.  2S3,  project  No.  1971,  August  4,  1955.  Henry’s  Fork  is  approximately 
at  river  mile  868  above  the  mouth  of  the  Snake  River. 

The  proposed  Mountain  Sheep  dam  would  be  located  at  river  mile  192.8  about 
4.5  miles  upstream  from  the  confluence  of  the  Salmon  with  the  Snake  and  1  mile 
upstream  from  the  mouth  of  the  Imnaha.  It  would  be  a  gravity-type  concrete 
dam  255  feet  high  to  develop  a  head  of  163  feet.  The  development  would  in¬ 
clude  a  pond  with  a  normal  pool  elevation  at  1113  feet  above  sea  level  and  with 
usable  pondage  of  about  46,000  acre-feet  utilizing  a  drawdown  of  30  feet,  and 
a  powerhouse  having  an  installed  generating  capacity  of  282,000  kilowatts 
initially  and  376,000  kilowatts  ultimately. 

The  proposed  Pleasant  Valley  dam  would  be  constructed  about  20  miles  up¬ 
stream  from  the  Mountain  Sheep  dam  and  in  the  upper  limits  of  the  Mountain 
Sheep  pool.  It  would  be  an  arch-type  concrete  dam  534  feet  high  and  would 
develop  a  head  of  377  feet.  The  reservoir  with  normal  pool  elevation  at  1,490 
feet  would  extend  upstream  to  the  low  Hells  Canyon  site  (project  No.  1971)  and 
would  have,  with  a  drawdown  of  104  feet,  a  usable  storage  capacity  of  500,000 
acre-feet.  The  powerhouse  would  have  an  installed  generating  capacity  of 
720,000  kilowatts  initially  and  864,000  kilowatts  ultimately. 

The  record  shows  that  the  proposed  project  would  be  integrated  both  hy¬ 
draulically  and  electrically  with  the  Northwest  Power  Pool,  which  is  an  organi¬ 
zation  made  up  of  a  number  of  electric  power  systems  (including  the  four  affil¬ 
iated  companies)  operating  in  Utah,  Montana,  Idaho,  Oregon,  Washington,  and 
British  Columbia.  With  the  initial  installation  it  has  been  estimated  that  the 
average  at-site  dependable  capacity  and  the  average  at-site  annual  usable  energy 
of  the  project  would  be  1,002,000  kilowatts  and  5.31  billion  kilowatt-hours, 
respectively;  and  that  the  average  at-market  dependable  capacity  and  average 
at-market  annual  usable  energy  would  be  923,844  kilowatts  and  5.04  billion 
kilowatt-hours,  respectively.  The  evidence  shows  that  the  two  dams  will  be 
stable  and  will  fully  develop  the  head  at  their  respective  sites  and  that  the 
capacity  and  energy  that  could  be  produced  by  the  proposed  project  could  he 
utilized  in  the  Pacific  Northwest  area  as  soon  as  it  could  be  made  available. 

It  is  clear  from  the  record  that  the  proposed  project  would  have  engineering 
and  economic  feasibility  under  conventional  financing  methods  whether  actual 
cost  would  be  approximately  equal  to  the  cost  as  estimated  by  applicant  or  by 
the  Commission  Staff. 
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Before  a  license  may  be  issued  under  the  Federal  Power  Act  the  project  in¬ 
volved  must  be  such  as  in  the  judgment  of  the  Commission  will  be  best  adapted 
to  a  comprehensive  plan  of  development  of  the  water  resources  of  the  region.’ 

Whenever  there  is  more  than  one  possible  project  that  in  combination  with 
others  may  develop  the  stretch  of  the  river  involved,  we  are  authorized  to  grant 
a  license  only  for  the  one  which  in  our  judgment  will  be  “best  adapted”  to  the 
purposes  of  section  10  (a).  Cf.  National  Hells  Canyon  Association  v.  F.  P.  C., 
237  F.  2d  777,  783,  784,  (CADC),  certiorari  denied  353  U.  S.  924.  With  respect  to 
the  comprehensive  plan,  it  must  be  one  that  will  pennit  development  of  all  of  the 
beneficial  uses  of  the  water  resources  that  are  reasonably  necessary  and  desirable. 
Both  of  these,  of  course,  involve  matters  which  are  not  determinable  on  mathe¬ 
matical  computations  alone,  but  require  us  to  consider  the  potentialities  of  the 
particular  project  on  the  river  with  which  we  are  concerned. 

There  is  before  us  in  this  proceeding  the  report  prepared  by  the  Corps  of  En¬ 
gineers  of  the  United  States  Army  filed  with  the  Congress  in  1948,  known  as 
House  Document  531,  81st  Congress,  2d  session,  setting  forth  a  broad  plan  for 
the  development  of  the  water  resources  of  the  area  in  the  interest  of  flood  con¬ 
trol,  navigation,  power,  irrigation  and  i-elated  water  uses.  This  plan,  described 
in  the  record  here  as  comprehensive  in  scope  but  flexible  in  outline,  includes  a 
system  of  levees  and  reservoirs  to  control  the  floods  on  the  lower  Columbia  River 
to  800,000  cubic  feet  per  second  (c.  f.  s.)  at  The  Dalles,  which  system  of  levees 
and  reservoirs  has  been  referred  to  as  the  main  control  plan.  It  involves  con¬ 
struction  or  modification  of  a  number  of  projects  in  the  Columbia  River  system 
with  particular  attention  to  flood  control.  Additional  projects  were  recom¬ 
mended  in  a  more  recent  i-eport,  dated  June  1,  1955,  which  appears  as  Senate 
Document  No.  51,  84th  Congress,  1st  session. 

Since  that  time  the  Corps  of  Engineers  has  been  asked  to  review  the  original 
report.  House  Document  531,  with  respect  to  flood  control,  navigation,  hydro¬ 
electric  power  and  all  related  water  uses.  A  resume  of  its  preliminary  findings 
to  date  has  been  embodied  in  an  infoiunation  bulletin  attached  to  a  notice  of 
public  hearing  dated  September  28,  1957.  At  the  oral  argument  we  were  re¬ 
quested  to  take  official  notice  of  this  document.  As  this  document  is  preliminary 
in  nature,  and  as  we  already  have  before  us  the  previous  reports  supplemented 
my  the  testimony  of  a  witness  from  the  Corps  of  Engineers,  we  do  not  believe 
it  in  the  public  interest  to  take  official  notice  of  this  preliminary  report.  How¬ 
ever,  it  would  not  appear  that  the  report  would  alter  in  any  material  degree 
our  findings  or  conclusions  herein. 

In  presenting  studies  of  the  comparative  merits  of  the  proposed  Mountain 
Sheep-Pleasant  Valley  project  the  staff  of  this  Commission  developed  two  alter¬ 
native  plans  for  the  middle  reach  of  the  Snake  River  between  the  Hells  Canyon 
project  and  the  sites  on  the  Lower  Snake  authorized  for  Federal  development. 
These  plans,  designated  “plan  I”  and  “plan  II,”  would  develop  the  same  avail¬ 
able  head  and  would  be  mutually  exclusive. 

Plan  I  would  consist  of  a  large  project,  known  as  the  Nez  Perce  pi'oject. 
located  at  river  mile  186  about  2.5  miles  downstream  from  the  mouth  of  the 
Salmon  River  and  a  potential  High  Asotin  project  located  downstream  from 
Nez  Perce  at  river  mile  151.  Plan  II  would  comprise  the  proposed  Mountain 
Sheep  and  Pleasant  Valley  developments  on  the  Snake;  a  potential  project  known 
as  the  China  Gardens  project  on  the  Snake  below  the  mouth  of  the  Salmon 
at  river  mile  176 ;  a  potential  Low  Asotin  project  still  farther  down  on  the  Snake 
at  river  mile  151 ;  and  a  large  potential  project  on  the  Salmon  River  at  river 
mile  3.7  known  as  the  Lower  Canyon  project. 

Either  plan  would  develop  the  head  available  between  a  point  (river  mile 
151 )  about  10  miles  upstream  from  Lewiston,  Idaho,  and  the  Hells  Canyon  site 
under  license  in  project  No.  1971  (river  mile  248),  amounting  in  ail  to  730  feet. 
The  principal  feature  of  plan  I  is  the  Nez  Perce  dam  and  reservoir,  which,  being 
located  immediately  below  the  mouth  of  the  Salmon,  would  store  the  waters  of 
both  the  Salmon  and  the  Snake  Rivers.  Nez  Terce  would  inundate  the  sites  of 
the  proposed  Mountain  Sheep  and  Pleasant  Valley  developments  and  like  the 


2  Section  10.  All  licenses  issued  under  this  part  shall  be  on  the  following  conditions: 
(a)  That  the  project  adopted  including  the  maps,  plans,  and  specifications,  shall  be  such 
as  in  the  judgment  of  the  Commission  will  be  best  adapted  to  a  comprehensive  plan  for 
improving  or  developing  a  waterway  or  waterways  for  the  use  or  benefit  of  interstate  or 
foreign  commerce,  for  the  improvement  and  utilizatoin  of  waterpower  development,  and 
for  other  beneficial  public  uses,  Including  recreational  purposes ;  and  if  necessary  in  order 
to  secure  such  plan  the  Commission  shall  have  authority  to  require  the  modification  of 
anv  project  and  of  the  plans  and  specifications  of  the  project  works  before  approval  [41 
Stat.  1068 ;  49  Stat.  842;  16  U.  S.  C.  803], 
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reservoir  of  the  latter  development  in  plan  II  would  extend  up  the  Snake  to  the 
Hells  Canyon  site  at  river  mile  248. 

The  Nez  Perce  project  in  plan  I  would  develop  a  head  of  595  feet,  create  a 
reservoir  operating  at  maximum  normal  pool  elevation  of  1,490  feet  and  provide 
usable  storage  in  the  amount  of  3,900,000  acre-feet.  The  lower  Canyon  project 
in  plan  II  would  develop  a  head  on  the  Salmon  River  in  the  amount  of  542  feet, 
create  a  reservoir  operating  at  maximum  normal  pool  elevation  of  1,490  feet 
and  provide  usable  storage  in  the  amount  of  1,560,000  acre-feet.  The  total 
storage  usable  for  flood  control  under  plan  I  would  be  3,900,000  acre-feet  and 
under  plan  II  would  be  2,060,000  acre-feet. 

It  is  readily  apparent  from  the  studies  presented  in  House  Document  531,  in 
Senate  Document  No.  51,  and  from  those  prepared  by  the  staff  for  the  Middle 
Snake  Basin  that  any  combination  of  projects  which  includes  Nez  Perce  is  con¬ 
sistently  superior  to  any  combination  of  projects  which  does  not  include  Nez 
Perce.  Nez  Perce,  together  with  existing  storage  and  that  under  construction 
in  the  Snake  Basin  above  the  mouth  of  the  Salmon,  would  supply  all  the  storage 
needed  to  control  the  flows  of  the  Salmon  and  the  Middle  Snake  River  above 
the  Nez  Perce  site  for  the  prevention  of  flood  damage  downstream  on  the  Colum¬ 
bia,  for  economic  power  development  and  for  other  beneficial  public  purposes. 
The  means  for  passing  anadromous  fish  at  the  Lower  Canyon  project  in  plan  II 
presents  the  same  problem  as  that  at  the  Nez  Perce  project  in  plan  I. 

Plan  I  is  superior  to  plan  II  because  the  Nez  Perce  project  would  provide 
more  storage  capacity  (almost  twice  that  of  plan  II)  at  a  site  where  the  storage 
can  be  utilized  to  control  the  flows  of  the  Imnaha,  Salmon  and  Snake  Rivers 
with  one  dam  rather  than  at  separate  dams  on  the  Snake  and  Salmon  Rivers, 
and  because  Nez  Perce  would  provide  better  utilization  of  that  storage  resulting 
in  almost  twice  the  flood  control  benefits  and  substantially  greater  power  bene¬ 
fits  at-site  and  at  downstream  projects  at  a  cost  which  is  substantially  less  than 
the  value  of  the  benefits.  It  is  also  noted  that  from  an  engineering  and  eco¬ 
nomic  standpoint,  the  Corps  of  Engineers  considers  that  the  Nez  Perce  project 
is  undoubtedly  the  most  attractive  development  in  the  Middle  Snake  Basin 
(H.  Doc.  531,  p.  219;  S.  Doc.  51,  p.  113).  In  addition,  it  is  apparent  from  the 
record  that  the  Nez  Perce  development  would  be  economically  feasible  for  pri¬ 
vate  financing  and  construction  as  well  as  for  Federal  financing  and  construction. 

Turning  now  to  a  discussion  of  the  flood-control  problem,  we  note  that  in  its 
main  control  plan  ( H.  Doc.  531 )  the  Corps  of  Engineers  recommends  a  number  of 
projects  on  the  Columbia  River  and  its  tributaries  with  the  object  of  limiting 
the  flow  on  the  Columbia  to  800,000  cubic  feet  per  second  at  The  Dalles  where 
it  had  risen  to  1,240,00  cubic  feet  per  second  in  1894  and  to  1,010,000  cubic  feet 
per  second  in  1948  when  it  caused  damage  of  $78,800,000  along  the  lower  Colum¬ 
bia  River.  The  report  states  that  to  limit  the  flow  to  800,000  cubic  feet  per 
second  at  The  Dalles  would  require  only  14,300,000  acre-feet  if  it  could  be  lo¬ 
cated  at  that  point,  but  would  require  a  total  of  something  like  20,000,000  to 
21,000,000  acre-feet  farther  up  on  the  Columbia  River  or  its  tributaries  at  the 
sites  of  possible  projects.  As  pointed  out  below,  a  part  of  this  required  storage 
will  be  supplied  by  construction  of  reservoirs  originally  recommended  as  part  of 
the  Main  Control  Plan  and  the  remainder  must  be  supplied  by  other  combina¬ 
tions  of  projects.  Although  the  main  control  plan  contemplated  usable  storage 
of  2,300,000  acre-feet  on  the  Snake  in  the  Hells  Canyon  reach  and  did  not  rec¬ 
ommend  the  Nez  Perce  project  or  any  project  on  the  Salmon  River,  it  is  clear 
from  the  testimony  of  the  witness  furnished  by  the  Corps  of  Engineers  that  at 
least  the  storage  capacity  at  Nez  Perce,  assumed  by  the  Corp  to  be  3,650,000 
acre-feet,  plus  1,000,000  acre-feet  at  Brownlee,  will  be  needed  to  control  the 
Snake  and  Salmon  Rivers. 

Of  the  total  amount  of  storage  needed  under  the  main  control  plan  only 
5,190,000  acre-feet  is  presently  available ;  this  being  at  the  Hungry  Horse 
project  on  the  Flathead  River,  Grand  Coulee  project  on  the  Columbia,  Palisades 
project  on  the  upper  reaches  of  the  Snake  and,  in  small  amount,  from  the 
projects  on  the  Payette  and  Boise  Rivers,  which  are  tributaries  of  the  Snake. 

There  is  a  present  outlook  for  an  additional  4,700,000  acre-feet  from  projects 
proposed  in  the  main  control  plan.  Part  of  this  amount  will  be  obtained  at 
Priest  Rapids  and  John  Day  on  the  Columbia,  and  at  the  Brownlee  development 
in  the  Hells  Canyon  reach.  The  remaining  storage  capacity  is  at  Grand  Coulee, 
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but  may  not  be  utilized  for  flood  control  until  low-level  outlets  are  installed  for 
that  purpose.'1 

The  other  remaining  storage  possibilities  recommended  in  the  main  control  plan 
in  House  Document  531  include  Glacier  View  and  Libby.  However,  the  potential 
Glacier  View  project  on  the  Flathead  Itiver  is  objected  to  by  recreation  and 
wildlife  interests  because  it  would  flood  part  of  a  national  park,  and  the  potential 
Libby  project  on  the  Kootenai  River  has  been  delayed  because  it  is  located  partly 
in  Canada.  In  their  June  1955  Report  (S.  D.  No.  51)  the  Corps  of  Engineers 
recommended  to  Congress  that  the  Bruces  Eddy  and  Penny  Cliffs  projects  on 
the  Clearwater  River  be  authorized  as  part  of  the  Main  Control  Plan  so  as  to 
provide  3,733,000  acre-feet  of  usable  flood  control  storage. 

The  Nez  Perce  project  which  the  record  in  this  proceeding  shows  would  make 
available  3.900.000  acre-feet  of  flood  storage,  would  fulfill  the  additional  storage 
need  on  the  Salmon  River  and  on  the  Snake  River  above  the  site.  Its  capacity 
would  be  at  a  point  where  it  would  be  effective  and  yet  located  in  a  remote,  un¬ 
developed  area  where  no  serious  problems  would  be  caused  relating  to  the 
creation  of  its  reservoir.  Furthermore,  the  dam  would  be  particularly  effective 
because  it  would  control  flood  waters  coming  from  either  the  Salmon  or  the 
Snake,  which  might  or  might  not  coincide,  so  that  a  very  efficient  use  of  storage 
capacity  would  be  achieved.  As  also  pointed  out  by  the  report  of  the  District 
Engineer  included  in  Senate  Document  No.  51,  the  Nez  Perce  project,  in  con¬ 
junction  with  the  Brownlee  dam  licensed  by  us,  or  equivalent  upstream  storage, 
would  provide  complete  control  of  both  the  Salmon  and  Snake  Rivers  for  all 
known  floods,  and  in  conjunction  with  projects  studied  on  the  Clearwater  River 
would  provide  full  control  of  the  lower  Snake  River  with  corresponding  propor¬ 
tional  control  of  Columbia  River  floods  below  The  Dalles  (p.  112).  The  reason 
the  Corps  of  Engineers  did  not  recommend  the  Nez  Perce  project  was  because 
it  was  deemed  a  threat  to  the  downward  passage  of  salmon  fingerlings  from 
spawning  areas  on  the  Salmon  and  Imnalia  Rivers  (p.  33),  a  matter  which 
will  be  discussed  below. 

On  the  other  hand,  it  seems  clear  to  us  that  the  Mountain  Sheep-Pleasant 
Valley  project  with  its  storage  of  500,000  acre-feet  would  provide  much  less  than 
the  possible  usable  storage  on  the  middle  reach  of  the  Snake.  Furthermore 
plan  II,  which  includes  the  Lower  Canyon  project  with  its  1,560,000  acre-feet 
of  storage,  would  likewise  not  realize  the  storage  possibilities  and  needs  on  the 
river,  and  would  be  subject  to  the  same  disadvantages  with  respect  to  the  fish 
runs  as  Nez  Perce  without  the  advantages  of  the  latter  project.  Therefore,  with 
respect  to  flood  control,  so  important  to  downstream  communities  and  agricul¬ 
tural  and  industrial  development,  the  Mountain  Sheep-Pleasant  Valley  project 
and  the  Lower  Canyon  project  are  not  nearly  as  well  adapted  for  the  purpose 
of  developing  the  rivers  as  the  Nez  Perce  project. 

The  presiding  examiner  was  of  the  opinion  that  any  lack  of  storage  because 
of  the  Mountain  Sheep-Pleasant  Valley  project  could  be  made  up  elsewhere  on 
the  Snake  River  and  its  tributaries  above  the  Nez  Perce  reservoir.  Some  of 
this  would  be  in  the  Salmon  Basin  where  storage  projects  would  be  as  great  a 
hindrance  to  the  movement  of  fish  as  Nez  Perce  itself  and  would  have  the  fur¬ 
ther  disadvantage  of  flooding  fish  spawning  areas  which  would  not  be  affected 
by  Nez  Perce.  Furthermore,  all  of  these  Salmon  Basin  sites  have  not  been  shown 
to  be  economically  feasible,  and  the  more  recent  report  of  the  Corps  of  Engineers. 
Senate  Document  No.  51,  lists  only  five  sites  on  the  Salmon  which  may  warrant 
consideration  for  flood  control.  As  for  the  other  undeveloped  sites  on  the  Snake, 
their  economical  and  engineering  feasibility  has  not  been  shown,  and  their 
justification  would  depend  in  part  on  irrigation.  In  any  event,  the  additional 
flood  control  storage  needed  in  the  Snake  Basin  above  the  mouth  of  the  Clear- 
wear  River  for  control  of  the  lower  Columbia  can  be  better  provided  by  the  Nez 
Perce  project  than  by  the  other  possible  projects  considered  by  the  presiding 
•examiner. 

On  considering  the  power  benefits,  we  find  that  the  power  output  attributable 
to  the  Nez  Perce  project  fat-site  and  downstream)  would  be  over  two-thirds 
more  than  the  power  output  attributable  to  the  Mountain  Sheep-Pleasant  Valley 


3  The  Main  Control  Plan  contemplated  storn.Ce  capacity  of  2,300,000  aere-fept  in  the 
Hells  Canvon  reach  of  the  Snake  River  whereas  the  proiect  authorized  by  our  license  will 
provide  1,000.000  acre-feet  of  s+oraee  capacity.  The  Priest  Rapids  project  as  licensed 
pursuant  to  Public  Law  044,  83d  Concress,  2d  session  !68  Stat.  5731  and  the  Federal 
Power  Act  will  provide  500.000  acre-feet  rather  than  2,100.000  acre-feet  as  contemplated 
by  the  Control  Plan.  Furthermore,  it  has  been  recommended  that  storace  at  the  proposed 
federal  John  Day  project  be  reduced  from  1.400  000  acre-feet  to  500.000  acre-feet  because 
of  objections  made  to  flooding  the  area  required  to  provide  the  1,400,000  acre-feet. 
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project.  With  the  initial  power  installation  the  estimated  average  dependable 
capacity  of  the  Mountain  Sheep-Pleasant  Valley  project  at-site  is  1,002,000  kilo¬ 
watts  and  its  estimated  annual  usable  energy  output  at  the  site  is  5.31  billion 
kilowatt-hours,  compared  with  1,672,000  kilowatts  and  7.82  billion  kilowatt- 
hours  initially  for  a  possible  Nez  Perce  project.  In  addition  to  the  at-site  gen¬ 
eration  Nez  Perce,  because  of  its  greater  water  storage  capacity,  would  confer 
substantially  greater  benefits  with  respect  to  the  generation  of  power  at  down¬ 
stream  projects  than  would  the  Mountain  Sheep-Pleasant  Valley  project.  This 
difference  in  power  output  arises  in  part  from  the  fact  that  the  Nez  Perce  project 
would  develop  a  slightly  higher  head  but  the  difference  arises  to  a  greater  ex¬ 
tent  from  the  larger  storage  in  Nez  Perce  and  its  utilization  of  the  flows  of  the 
Salmon  and  Imneha  Rivers  in  addition  to  the  flow  of  the  Snake. 

While  the  output  of  the  Mountain  Sheep-Pleasant  Valley  project  could  be  used 
immediately  by  the  affiliated  companies  it  does  not  appear  that  our  failure  to 
grant  a  license  for  this  project  need  affect  adversely  the  power  situation  in  the 
northwest  area.  The  record  indicates  that  there  are  enough  hydroelectric  proj¬ 
ects  under  active  consideration  which  when  taken  with  those  existing,  under 
construction  and  scheduled,  could  make  available  power  to  supply  electric  loads 
until  the  applicant  or  its  four  affiliates  could  develop  other  sources  of  supply. 

The  Corps  of  Engineers’  Main  Control  Plan  is  also  concerned  with  benefits  to 
navigation.  The  Control  Plan  contemplates  slack  water  navigation  up  to  Lewis¬ 
ton,  Idaho,  and  20  miles  farther  upstream  upon  an  improvement  made  in  the 
channel.  While  the  Mountain  Sheep-Pleasant  Valley  developments,  themselves, 
would  provide  no  navigation  benefits,  both  Plan  I  and  Plan  II  would  provide 
substantially  the  same  navigation  benefits  by  the  release  of  water  from  the  vari¬ 
ous  dams  to  maintain  stream  flow. 

Applicant’s  project  and  Nez  Perce  as  well  as  other  possible  projects  would  pro¬ 
vide  recreational  benefits  through  the  pools  created  in  areas  suitable  for  out¬ 
door  activities  although  these  benefits  were  not  evaluated  in  monetary  form  in 
the  record. 

A  matter  of  considerable  controversy  in  this  proceeding  has  been  the  relation 
of  a  possible  Nez  Perce  project  to  the  fish  runs  on  the  Columbia  River.  This  river, 
as  is  noted  above,  is  one  of  the  great  producers  of  salmon  and  steelhead  trout 
which  are  known  as  andromous  fish  because  of  their  life  cycle  in  which  they 
hatch  from  eggs  in  the  fresh  water  of  the  various  rivers,  pass  downstream  as 
fingerlings  to  the  sea  where  they  attain  their  growth,  and  return  as  adults 
upstream  to  fresh  water  where  they  lay  their  eggs  and  most  species  die.  The 
anadromous  fish  of  the  Snake  River  include  predominantly  spring  and  fall 
Chinook  salmon  and  steelhead  trout  although  a  small  number  of  blueback  or 
sockeye  are  found. 

About  25  percent  of  the  entire  Columbia  River  salmon  and  steelhead  produc¬ 
tion  occurs  in  the  Snake  River  Basin  above  the  Nez  Perce  site.  It  has  been 
estimated  that  the  annual  value  of  the  fish  production  above  the  Nez  Perce  site 
is  $5,250,000,  of  which  $1,050,000  is  attributable  to  the  production  upstream  from 
the  Mountain  Sheep  dam  site.  The  remainder  in  the  amount  of  $4,200,000  is 
attributable  to  fish  production  in  the  Salmon  and  Imnaha  Rivers,  but  principally 
the  Salmon  River.  It  was  also  stated  in  the  record  that  the  Salmon  River  sport 
fishing  in  Idaho  has  an  annual  value  of  approximately  $1,500,000.  Both  of  these 
estimates  represent  the  gross  value  of  fish.  The  $5,250,000  estimate  represents 
commercial  value  of  the  fish  and  should  be  reduced  by  an  amount  equal  to 
the  cost  of  taking,  processing  and  marketing  the  fish.  The  estimate  of  the  value 
of  sport  fishing  does  not  represent  net  value  since  the  estimate  is  made  up  of  the 
total  of  the  gross  expenses  incurred  by  sports  fishermen  in  taking  the  fish  and 
does  not  necessarily  bear  any  relationship  to  the  market  value  of  the  fish.  Fur¬ 
thermore,  the  reservoirs  would  create  sport  fishing  and  other  recreational  values. 

For  the  upstream  passage  of  fish  over  high  dams  there  are  several  methods 
that  may  be  utilized  that  are  reasonably  successful,  such  as  ladders,  lifts  and 
locks.  Although  no  method  for  downstream  passage  with  comparable  success 
has  been  proven,  recently  the  fishery  experts  have  made  great  strides  in  the  de¬ 
velopment  of  methods  and  facilities  for  such  passage  as  a  result  of  studies  and 
research  carried  out  under  Federal  Power  Commission  licenses  in  connection  with 
the  Mayfield  project  on  the  Cowlitz  River  (Project  No.  2016,  10  F.  P.  C.  424), 
the  Pelton  project  on  the  Deschutes  River  (Project  No.  2030, 10  F.  P.  C.  445),  the 
Baker  project  on  the  Baker  River  (Project  No.  2150,  15  F.  P.  CB.  1946),  and  the 
Brownlee  development  on  the  Snake  River  referred  to  above.  Regardless  of  the 
method  utilized  for  passage  of  downstream  migrants  at  high  dams,  it  is  apparent 
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that  the  need  for  such  facilities  would  be  as  great  at  the  Lower  Canyon  project  in 
Plan  II  as  would  be  the  need  for  such  facilities  as  Nez  Perce  in  Plan  I. 

The  most  promising  method  is  to  provide  that  the  intakes  to  the  generating 
units  be  located  far  below  the  surface  of  the  water  so  that  downstream  mi¬ 
grants  will  not  be  drawn  into  the  turbines.  At  the  same  time  one  or  more 
devices,  known  as  “skimmers,”  would  be  constructed  to  operate  at  or  near  the 
surface  of  the  pool.  This  device  would  draw  in  water  so  as  to  produce  a  cur¬ 
rent  which  would  attract  the  fingerlings.  Most  of  the  water  would  be  drained 
off  to  be  returned  to  the  pool  while  the  fingerlings  through  flumes  or  other 
means  would  be  deposited  in  the  tail  race  of  the  dam  or  otherwise  collected 
for  proper  disposition  in  downstream  areas.  This  system  has  been  recently 
installed  at  Portland  General  Electric  Co.’s  Pelton  project  on  the  Deschutes 
River  in  Oregon.  The  Secretary  of  the  Interior  recommends  the  installation 
of  the  skimmer  device  at  the  Brownlee  Dam  on  the  Snake  River. 

In  spite  of  this  promising  outlook  it  is  urged  that  the  fish  problem  at  Nez 
Perce  may  never  be  solved  successfully.  In  connection  with  the  Mayfield  project 
we  decided  that  a  fair  and  reasonable  balance  of  interests  could  be  struck,  City 
of  Tacoma,  10  F.  P.  C.  424,  431.  There  was  testimony  in  the  present  case  that 
the  skimmer  proposed  for  Mayfield  should  function  reasonably  well  for  the  pro¬ 
tection  of  downstream  migrants  and  installation  was  justified  on  the  basis  of 
present  knowledge  and  in  view  of  the  fact  that  Mayfield  was  under  construc¬ 
tion.  The  record  shows  that  the  biological  problem  at  Nez  Perce  is  generally 
similar  to  that  at  other  high  dams,  but  that  the  engineering  problem  increases 
with  the  drawdown  of  the  reservoirs.  We  are  of  the  view  that  this  engineering 
problem  is  no  greater  than  many  others  that  must  be  solved  in  connection  with 
any  project  of  the  size  of  Nez  Perce. 

The  Hells  Canyon  Association  and  the  Public  Power  Association  have  advo¬ 
cated  Federal  development  of  the  Nez  Perce  project,  while  the  presiding  exam¬ 
iner  concluded  against  the  development  of  the  middle  reach  of  the  Snake  River 
by  the  United  States  itself.  The  two  associations  excepted  to  his  conclusion, 
and  the  State  of  Oregon  excepted  to  the  reasons  given  by  him  in  support  of  his 
conclusion  and  requests  that  the  matter  be  left  for  determination  after  additional 
studies  now  underway  are  completed. 

There  is  nothing  in  this  record  which  convinces  us  that  the  Nez  Perce  project 
could  not  be  constructed  under  a  license  issued  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of 
the  Federal  Power  Act.  However,  since  we  are  not  issuing  a  license  for  the 
proposed  project  and  are  not  requiring  the  applicant  to  amend  its  plans  to 
include  the  Nez  Perce  project,  we  do  not  reach  the  issue  usually  presented  by 
section  7  (b).* 

Pacific  Northwest  has  excepted  to  the  presiding  examiner’s  denial  of  its  motion 
to  dismiss  the  interventions  of  the  Hells  Canyon  Association  and  the  Public  Power 
Association  contending  that  neither  of  these  organizations  had  standing  to  inter¬ 
vene.  The  presiding  examiner  granted  Pacific  Northwest’s  similar  motion  with 
respect  to  the  Montana  Farmers  Union,  Oregon  Farmers  Union,  National  Farm¬ 
ers  Union  and  Idaho  Federation  of  Labor  saying  that  the  interests  of  these  farm 
and  labor  organizations  were  not  such  as  to  fall  within  the  scope  of  Section  308 
(a)  of  the  Act  and  Section  1.8  (b)  of  our  Rules  so  as  to  permit  them  to  inter¬ 
vene.  By  our  orders  issued  March  12,  1956,  and  June  22,  1956,  we  permitted  all 
of  the  above  organizations  to  intervene  in  this  proceeding.  The  issue  before  us 
now  is  whether  upon  the  record  the  organizations  have  shown  that  they  had 
standing  to  intervene  and  a  right  to  be  heard.  We  conclude  that  each  organiza¬ 
tion  has  made  such  a  showing  and  there  is  no  reason  to  dismiss  their  interven¬ 
tions  granted  by  our  previous  orders.  Cf.  United  States  v.  F.  P.  C.,  345  U.  S. 
153, 156. 

In  their  exceptions  Hells  Canyon  Association  and  Public  Power  Association 
request  that  decision  be  deferred  until  the  completion  by  the  Corps  of  Engineers 
of  a  restudy  of  the  Main  Control  Plan  for  the  Columbia  River  and  by  the  Oregon 
Water  Resources  Board  of  a  study  of  the  Middle  Snake  River.  The  State  of 
Oregon  has  filed  a  motion  stating  there  is  now  pending  before  its  Water  Re- 


4  Sec.  7  (b)  of  the  Federal  Power  Act  provdles  : 

“Whenever,  in  the  judgment  of  the  Commission,  the  development  of  any  water  resources 
for  public  purposes  should  be  undertaken  by  the  United  States  itself,  the  Commission  shall 
not  approve  any  application  for  any  project  affecting  such  development,  but  shall  cause  to 
be  made  such  examinations,  surveys,  reports,  plans,  and  estimates  of  the  cost  of  the  pro¬ 
posed  development  as  it  may  find  necessary,  and  shall  submit  its  findings  to  Congress  with 
such  recommendations  as  it  may  find  appropriate  concerning  such  development.”  [41  Stat. 
1007,  49  Stat.  842  ;  16  U.  S.  C.  800.1 
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sources  Board,  newly  formed  under  a  1955  statute,  an  application  by  Pacific 
Northwest  to  construct  the  Mountain  Sheep-Pleasant  Valley  project,  that  this 
Board  has  entered  into  a  study  of  the  Middle  Snake,  and  that  the  State  would  like 
to  have  opportunity  to  present  to  the  Commission  its  affirmative  position  when 
formulated,  and  asking  therefore,  that  final  decision  be  delayed  until  this  may  be 
accomplished.  In  view  of  the  fact  that  we  are  denying  the  application  for  the 
license  there  is  no  reason  for  us  to  delay  our  decision. 

Furthermore,  in  view  of  the  denial  of  the  application  it  will  not  be  necessary 
to  consider  other  issues  raised  before  the  presiding  examiner. 

The  Commission  finds 

(1)  The  Mountain  Sheep-Pleasant  Valley  project  proposed  by  Pacific  North¬ 
west  on  the  Middle  Snake  River  in  Idaho  and  Oregon  would  occupy  lands  of  the 
United  States  and  would  be  located  in  and  along  a  section  of  the  Snake  River 
which  has  been  found  to  be  a  navigable  water  of  the  United  States. 

(2)  The  Mountain  Sheep-Pleasant  Valley  project  is  not  best  adapted  to  a  com¬ 
prehensive  plan  for  improving  or  developing  a  waterway  for  the  use  or  benefit  of 
interstate  or  foreign  commerce,  for  the  improvement  and  utilization  of  water¬ 
power  development,  and  for  other  beneficial  public  uses,  including  recreational 
purposes. 

(3)  Hells  Canyon  Association,  Public  Power  Association,  Montana  Farmers 
Union,  Oregon  Farmers  Union,  National  Farmers  Union,  and  Idaho  Federation 
of  Labor  are  persons  whose  participation  in  the  proceeding  is  in  the  public 
interest. 

The  Commission  orders 

(A)  The  application  for  a  license  for  the  Mountain  Sheep-Pleasant  Valley  proj¬ 
ect  (Project  No.  2173)  by  Pacific  Northwest  is  hereby  denied. 

(B)  The  motions  filed  by  Pacific  Northwest  that  the  petitions  to  intervene 
filed  by  Hells  Canyon  Association,  Public  Power  Association,  Montana  Farmers 
Union,  Oregon  Farmers  Union,  National  Farmers  Union,  and  Idaho  Federation 
of  Labor  be  dismissed  are  hereby  denied. 

(C)  The  request  by  the  Hells  Canyon  Association  and  the  Public  Power  Asso¬ 
ciation  and  the  motions  by  the  State  of  Oregon  that  our  decision  herein  be  delayed 
is  hereby  denied. 

By  the  Commission.  Commissioner  Kline  dissenting. 

Joseph  H.  Gutride,  Secretary. 

The  Chairman.  Now,  you  have  some  conclusions  here  about  the 
bill,  itself.  I  presume  that  you  are  against  it ;  is  that  it  ? 

Mr.  Gatchell.  Yes,  sir,  I  am  afraid  the  Commission  is  against  it. 
We  are  in  favor  of  the  bill,  S.  2496,  to  promote  the  conservation  of 
wildlife,  fish  and  game,  and  for  other  purposes,  which  would  amend 
the  act  known  as  the  Coordination  Act  of  1934. 

The  Chairman.  We  will  be  having,  as  I  say,  that  in  a  couple  of 
weeks. 

Mr.  Gatchell.  We  have  stated  to  the  committee  on  S.  3185  the 
reasons  why  the  Commission  believes  that  bill  should  not  be  enacted. 

One  final  thing,  Mr.  Chairman.  If  I  might  put  in  the  Commis¬ 
sion's  letter  which  it  sends  to  State  agencies,  just  so  that  you  have 
that. 

(The  letter  referred  to  is  as  follows :) 

Federal  Power  Commission 
Washington,  D.  C. 

Gentlemen  :  There  is  enclosed  a  copy  of  the  notice  of  application  in  the  above- 
entitled  matter. 

Pursuant  to  the  Wildlife  Resources  Act  of  August  14,  1946  (60  Stat.  1080), 
you  are  invited  to  report  your  recommendations  designed  to  prevent  any  pos¬ 
sible  loss  of  or  damage  to  wildlife  resources  which  might  result  from  the  con¬ 
struction  or  operation  of  the  project.  If  no  report  is  received  within  90  days 
from  the  date  of  this  letter,  it  will  be  assumed  that  you  do  not  desire  to  sub- 
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mit  such  a  report.  Of  course,  any  protest  against  the  granting  of  the  applica¬ 
tion  or  any  request  for  hearing  thereon  should  be  filed  within  the  time  specified 
in  the  enclosed  notice. 

Very  truly  yours, 

J.  H.  Gutride,  Secretary. 

Mr.  Gatchell.  I  might  say  the  Commission  doesn’t  always  even 
issue  licenses.  The  Commission  refused  to  issue  a  license  to  the  Nama- 
kaigon  Hydro  Co.  for  a  development  on  the  Namakaigon  River,  in 
Washington  County,  Wis.,  because  the  Commission  found  it  was  not 
best  adapted  for  beneficial  public  uses  of  the  Namakaigon  River,  in¬ 
cluding  the  use  of  the  stream  for  recreational  purposes.  The  Com¬ 
mission’s  order  was  affirmed  by  the  Seventh  Circuit  on  October  29, 
1954,  reported  at  216  Federal  2d,  509.  I  mention  that  because  I  as¬ 
sure  you  that  the  Commission  does  give  serious  consideration  to  the 
matter  of  recreation,  and  to  these  things  that  are  of  importance  in 
connection  with  fish  and  wildlife. 

The  Chairman.  Well,  of  course,  so  many  of  these  projects  are 
smaller  projects  than  the  ones  we  are  going  to  have  to  deal  with,  rela¬ 
tively  smaller,  and  the  highly  controversial  fish  problem  in  these  cases 
is  not  as  involved,  nor  as  controversial. 

Mr.  Gatciiell.  But  the  bill  applies  to  the  United  States.  It  doesn’t 
apply  to  the  Columbia  River,  nor  is  it  limited  to  the  projects  on  the 
Columbia  River  just  in  the  upper  section  and  the  middle  section.  It 
would  apply  to  all  of  them,  and  if  the  same  criteria,  as  expressed  in 
the  bill,  were  applied  to  Federal  projects,  you  could  not  have  con¬ 
structed  the  Grand  Coulee,  Bonneville,  Chief  Joseph,  the  McNary, 
the  Halles,  any  of  these  projects  down  in  that  section. 

The  Chairman.  Well,  you  take  the  position  that  Mr.  Paine  took. 

Mr.  Gatchell.  We  had  nothing  to  do  with  Mr.  Paine’s  position, 
but  I  think  lie  has  the  same  views  that  we  have  on  that  score. 

The  Chairman.  Mr.  Paine  took  the  position  that  all  dam  projects 
are  detrimental  to  some  degree  to  fish  and  wildlife,  and  therefore  if 
the  bill  were  construed  literally,  and  the  Department  of  Interior  did  so, 
that  some  of  these  projects  would  never  be  built. 

Mr.  Gatchell.  And  some  Secretary  of  the  Interior  might  well  take 
that  position. 

The  Chairman.  I  know  one  that  might  have  taken  it. 

Mr.  Gatchell.  I  might  say,  though,  on  November  8, 1956,  Assistant 
Secretary  of  the  Interior,  Fred  G.  Aandahl,  wrote  to  the  Commission 
on  this  Brownlee  project  and  said,  and  I  will  quote : 

In  the  opinion  of  this  Department  there  is  sufficient  probability  of  success  to 
warrant  the  inclusion  of  the  skimmer  system  as  a  collection  facility  for  down¬ 
stream  migrants.  It  is  therefore  recommended  that  the  Commission  prescribe 
that  the  licensee  construct,  operate  and  maintain  the  facilities  necessary  to  carry 
out  the  skimmer  principle  for  the  collection  of  downstream  migrants  at  the 
Brownlee  Dam. 

The  Chairman.  Well,  I  presume  Governor  Aandahl  got  his  advice 
from  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service.  He  doesn’t  pose  as  an  expert  on 
this  matter,  as  none  of  us  do,  but  I  do  pose  the  question  that  the 
skimmer  method  is  still  an  untried  method,  and  some  of  the  experts  in 
the  field  are  dubious  about  its  value. 

Mr.  Gatchell.  That  is  correct. 

The  Chairman.  In  this  particular  case,  you  have  suggested,  or  at 
least  agreed  to  the  contention  that  the  Idaho  Power  Co.  on  these  two 
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dams  could  use  the  skimmer  method.  I  don’t  know  too  much  about 
it,  between  you  and  me,  but  all  I  know  is  the  testimony  that  has  been 
given  us. 

Mr.  Gatchell.  Yes,  sir.  I  do  want  to  correct  one  impression  that  I 
got  from  the  testimony  this  morning  that  the  Commission  has  issued  a 
license  for  Nez  Perce.  The  Commission  has  never  issued  a  license  for 
Nez  Perce  on  any  dam  700  feet  high  on  the  Snake  River,  or  any  other 
river. 

The  Chairman.  You  have  invited  applications. 

Mr.  Gatchell.  But  the  act  has  been  open  all  along  for  the  filing  of 
applications  at  Nez  Perce  or  any  other  place,  and  if  an  application 
was  filed  for  a  dam  over  500  feet,  or  any  other  height,  where  fish  migra¬ 
tion  was  involved,  the  Commission  would  have  to  do  exactly  as  it  has 
done  before,  go  into  the  matter  very  thoroughly. 

Under  the  bill  there  is  no  review  provided  for  anybody.  In  the 
■event  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  might  take  an  arbitrary  stand,  he 
can  take  his  stand  without  anyone  knowing  the  evidence  upon  which  he 
acts,  without  anyone  having  a  right  to  question  him,  or  without  any¬ 
one  having  a  right  to  a  court  review  of  his  action  to  see  if  it  is  sup¬ 
ported  by  substantial  evidence. 

The  Chairman.  Well,  I  think  we  pointed  that  out,  that  there  could 
be  a  complete  impasse  here,  as  a  practical  matter,  and  of  course,  it 
works  both  ways. 

Mr.  Gatchell.  I  don’t  think  there  would  be  an  impasse.  He  has 
the  complete  veto  power,  and  if  he  says  “No,”  then  the  Commission 
doesn’t  proceed  further. 

The  Chairman.  He  might  not  say  anything. 

Mr.  Gatchell.  If  he  doesn’t  say - 

The  Chairman.  Then  the  Commission  couldn’t  issue  a  license  until 
he  said  something. 

Mr.  Gatchell.  The  Commission  could  not  touch  it  until  he  gave 
his  approval. 

The  Chairman.  He  might  study  the  matter  for  years. 

Mr.  Gatchell.  And  then  the  Commission  could  just  have  an  appli¬ 
cation  pending. 

The  Chairman.  And,  of  course,  I  think  in  all  fairness  Senator  Neu- 
berger  said  he  was  not  wedded  to  this  language,  and  I  think  it  poses 
practical  problems. 

Mr.  Gatchell.  I  think  Senator  Neuberger  made  a  fair  statement. 
He  is  always  trying  to  get  help  on  these  things,  and  he  said  he  would 
be  glad  to  get  suggestions  for  a  change  in  it. 

The  Chairman.  I  want  to  ask  this  question,  and  I  know  you  can’t 
speak  for  the  Power  Commission  on  it,  and  I  am  thinking  a  little  bit 
out  loud  on  this  problem.  What  would  you  say,  personally,  you  being 
their  legal  adviser  down  there,  if  a  bill  were  p resented,  that  in  these 
cases  where  it  was  obvious  the  matter  was  highly  controversial,  there 
were  two  different  sides  to  the  situation,  and  there  wouldn’t  be  any 
area  of  agreement,  the  matter  should  be  referred  to  Congress  ? 

Mr.  Gatchell.  Mr.  Chairman,  since  you  mentioned  that  this  morn¬ 
ing,  I  had  sort  of  chewed  the  matter  over  a  little  in  my  own  mind, 
with  my  associates  here,  and  of  course,  I  can’t  speak  for  the  Commis¬ 
sion,  but  I  have  a  practical  problem  in  that  connection,  one  of  concern 
to  the  Congress  as  much  as  anybody  else. 
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Your  responsibility  could  very  readily  be  discharged  by  requiring 
the  submission  of  a  controversy  of  that  kind  to  the  Congress,  and  if 
action  is  not  taken  within  1  year  permitting  the  Commission  to  go 
ahead  and  issue  a  license.  That  affords  you  a  full  session,  in  any 
event,  within  which  Congress  could  hear  the  matter. 

The  Chairman.  We  often  do  that.  We  say  that  in  a  matter,  if  Con¬ 
gress  doesn’t  act  on  a  certain  matter,  then  they  could  go  ahead,  so  if 
we  feel  deeply  enough  about  it,  one  way  or  another,  or  both  ways,  we 
should  go  ahead  and  do  something  about  it. 

Mr.  Gatchell.  If  it  is  a  bad  enough  proposition,  somebody  is  going 
to  be  up  here  demanding  that  Congress  take  action,  and  of  course,  that 
is  the  kind  of  thing  where  you  ought  to  have  the  opportunity,  and  this 
would  afford  it  to  you,  but  at  the  same  time  it  wouldn’t  leave  it  open, 
as  this  bill  would,  for  indefinite  postponement,  but  would  put  a  limit 
on  it. 

The  Chairman.  I  don’t  think  either  Congress,  the  Commission  or 
a  Secretary  of  the  Interior  should  just  keep  these  things  hanging 
forever. 

Mr.  Gatchell.  It  isn’t  in  the  public  interest  either  way.  I  cer¬ 
tainly  thank  you. 

The  Chairman.  Does  anyone  else  want  to  testify  on  these  bills  ? 

(No  response.) 

The  Chairman.  We  will  keep  the  record  open  for  a  few  days  for 
some  of  the  fellows  who  want  to  say  more  on  the  duck  stamp. 

(Whereupon,  at  4: 15  p.  m.,  the  subcommittee  adjourned.) 

Government  reports  on  S.  3185  are  as  follows : 


Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States, 

Washington,  D.  C.,  February  10, 1958. 


Hon.  Warren  G.  Magnuson, 

Chairman,  Committee  on  Interstate  and  Foreign  Commerce, 
United  States  Senate. 


Dear  Mr.  Chairman:  Your  letter  dated  January  30,  1958,  acknowledged  Janu¬ 
ary  31,  1958,  enclosed  a  copy  of  S.  3185,  85th  Congress,  for  our  comments. 

S.  3185  would  limit  the  licensing  authority  of  the  Federal  Power  Commisson 
contained  in  section  4  of  the  Federal  Power  Act  (16  U.  S.  C.  797  (e) ),  by  requir¬ 
ing  plan  approval  of  projects  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  as  not  being  detri¬ 
mental  to  the  conservation  of  migratory  fish  and  game. 

Our  office  has  no  information  as  to  the  advisability  of  or  the  necessity  for  the 
proposed  change  in  the  Federal  Power  Act;  and,  therefore,  we  make  no  recom¬ 
mendation  for  or  against  the  enactment  of  S.  3185. 

Sincerely  yours, 


Joseph  Campbell, 

Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States. 


Department  of  the  Interior, 

Office  of  the  Secretary, 
Washington,  D.  C.,  March  6, 1958. 

Hon.  Warren  G.  Magnuson, 

Chairman,  Committee  on  Interstate  and  Foreign  Commerce, 

United  States  Senate,  Washington,  D.  C. 

Dear  Senator  Magnuson  :  Your  committee  has  requested  a  report  on  S.  3185, 
a  bill  to  promote  the  conservation  of  migratory  fish  and  game  by  requiring  cer¬ 
tain  approval  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  of  licenses  issued  under  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Power  Act. 

The  Federal  Power  Commission  is  an  independent  agency.  To  the  broad 
powers  of  the  Commission,  the  Congress  has  imposed  few  conditions  necessitat¬ 
ing  the  approval  of  executive  departments.  These  provisions  are  as  follows: 
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Section  4  (e)  of  the  act  dealing  with  licenses  affecting  the  capacity  of  navi¬ 
gable  waters  and  licenses  affecting  reserved  lands;  section  10  (e)  relative  to 
the  charges  for  the  use  of  facilities  of  Federal  reclamation  projects ;  and  sec¬ 
tion  18  relating  to  the  installation  of  navigable  aids  and  fishways.  Congress 
has  also  provided  in  section  10  (e)  for  the  approval  by  the  Indian  tribe  affected 
of  charges  for  the  use  of  tribal  lands  of  organized  Indian  tribes. 

The  bill  provides,  in  effect,  that  this  Department  may  exercise  a  veto  power 
in  behalf  of  fish  and  wildlife  matters  in  connection  with  the  issuance  of  a  license 
by  the  Commission.  It,  therefore,  adds  a  major  category  of  cases  in  which  ap¬ 
proval  of  an  executive  department  is  needed  before  the  Federal  Power  Commis¬ 
sion  may  act.  Since  the  issue  is  one  of  imposing  such  a  limitation,  this  Depart¬ 
ment  is  of  the  opinion  that  S.  3185  raises  an  issue  which  Congress  itself  should 
decide. 

While  this  Department  stands  ready  to  utilize  any  lawful  authority  granted 
to  it  by  Congress  there  appears  to  he  a  real  question  as  to  whether  in  this  con¬ 
troversial  area  the  Federal  Power  Commission  should  be  subservient  to  an  ex¬ 
ecutive  department.  We  have  in  the  past  made  recommendations  to  the  Federal 
Power  Commission  not  only  to  prevent  detrimental  effects  upon  migratory  fish 
or  other  wildlife  resources,  but  also  to  suggest  methods  and  means  through 
which  these  vital  resources  could  be  enhanced.  The  amendments  to  the  Coor¬ 
dination  Act  of  1946  which  we  intend  to  submit  to  your  committee  in  the  near 
future  will  reflect  this  broader  scope  of  review. 

In  the  event  the  Congress  is  disposed  to  enact  legislation  along  the  lines  of 
S.  3185,  we  suggest  the  following  revision  : 

“Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  of  the  United 
States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled,  That  the  first  sentence  of  subsection 
(e)  of  section  4  of  the  Federal  Power  Act  is  amended  by  inserting  before  the 
period  at  the  end  thereof  a  colon  and  the  following :  ‘And  provided  further , 
That  no  license  affecting  fish  or  wildlife  resources  shall  be  issued  until  the  plans 
of  the  dam  or  other  structures  affecting  such  fish  and  wildlife  resources  have 
been  approved  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior.’  ” 

We  suggest  this  approach  because  the  standard  of  not  being  “detrimental” 
which  would  be  imposed  by  S.  3185  would  preclude  any  evaluation  of  the  relative 
values  involved. 

The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  has  advised  that  there  is  no  objection  to  the  sub¬ 
mission  of  this  report  to  your  Committee. 

Sincerely  yours, 


Hatfield  Chilson, 
Under  Secretary  of  the  Interior. 


Department  of  Justice, 

Office  of  the  Deputy  Attorney  General, 

Washington,  D.  C.,  February  3, 1958. 

Hon.  Warren  G.  Magnuson, 

Chairman,  Committee  on  Interstate  and  Foreign  Commerce, 

United  States  Senate. 

Dear  Senator:  This  is  in  response  to  your  request  for  the  views  of  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Justice  concerning  the  bill  (S.  3185)  to  promote  the  conservation 
of  migratory  fish  and  game  by  requiring  certain  approval  by  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior  of  licenses  issued  under  the  Federal  Power  Act. 

The  bill  has  been  examined,  but  since  the  subject  matter  thereof  is  not  re¬ 
lated  to  any  of  the  activities  of  the  Department  of  Justice,  we  would  prefer  not 
to  offer  any  comment  concerning  it. 

Sincerely  yours, 


Lawrence  E.  Walsh, 
Deputy  Attorney  General. 
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Statement  of  C.  It.  Gutermuth  of  Wildlife  Management  Institute, 

Washington,  D.  C. 

(Identical  statement  filed  by  C.  R.  Gutermuth,  Secretary,  North  American  Wild¬ 
life  Foundation,  Wire  Building,  Washington  5,  D.  0.) 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  C.  R.  Gutermuth,  vice  president  of  the  Wildlife  Manage¬ 
ment  Institute,  a  private  conservation  organization  that  has  been  working  for 
improved  management  of  natural  resources  in  the  public  interest  since  1911. 

We  urge  the  prompt  enactment  of  S.  31S5  by  the  Congress  as  a  possible  solution 
to  one  of  the  Nation’s  most  serious  problems. 

The  erection  of  dams  across  streams  used  by  anadromous  fishes  during  part 
of  their  life  cycle  always  has  been  exceedingly  troublesome  both  in  the  effort 
to  maintain  adequate  populations  of  the  species  affected  and  in  the  assessment 
of  fishery  resources  involved  in  relation  to  other  attendant  economic  considera¬ 
tions. 

Attempts  generally  have  been  made  to  alleviate  the  damage  to  fishery  popula¬ 
tions  either  by  the  construction  of  fish  ladders  or  by  providing  hatchery  facili¬ 
ties  capable  of  offsetting  the  reductions  in  natural  reproduction.  Fish  passage 
facilities  in  a  structure  are  meaningless,  of  course,  unless  the  fish  are  able  to 
pass  the  dam  in  both  upstream  and  downstream  migrations.  The  adult  fish 
must  get  to  their  spawning  beds.  The  young,  and  in  some  species,  the  adults, 
must  be  able  to  pass  the  structure  in  order  to  complete  the  marine  stages  of  their 
life  cycle. 

Fishery  biologists  long  have  been  active  in  seeking  means  to  assure  adequate 
passage  of  anadromous  fishes  at  dams.  Much  research  has  been  undertaken  in 
the  Pacific  Northwest  where  a  sizable  part  of  the  Columbia  River  drainage 
already  has  undergone  extensive  development.  The  traditional  salmon  spawn¬ 
ing  areas  of  the  Columbia  River  system  have  been  reduced  substantially.  To 
preserve  the  spawing  habitat  of  the  remaining  salmon  and  steelliead  runs  will 
not  be  simple.  It  is  clear,  however,  that  the  fishery  resources  must  be  hus¬ 
banded  carefully  if  they  are  to  continue  to  meet  the  demands  of  extremely 
valuable  commercial  and  sport  fisheries.  Depending  upon  the  decisions  that 
are  made  in  the  Columbia  River  drainage  are  a  large,  x'eplenishable  store  of 
nutritious  food,  the  livelihood  of  a  commercial  fishing  industry,  and  the  recrea¬ 
tional  welfare  of  many  sportsmen. 

Despite  statements  that  have  appeared  at  times,  fishery  biologists  have  not 
developed  techniques  for  the  successful  passage  of  spawn-laden  salmon  and 
steelheads  or  their  downstream,  sea-bound  offspring,  past  dams  that  rise  more 
than  100  feet  above  the  watercourse.  Efforts  to  do  so  on  an  economic  and 
practical  basis  have  been  unsuccessful. 

The  passage  of  fish  over  dams  less  than  100  feet  in  height  is  by  no  means 
an  assured  success.  The  comments  in  the  joint  letter  of  the  Oregon  State 
Game  Commission  and  the  Fish  Commission  of  Oregon  on  the  Middle  Snake 
River  Report  of  the  Corps  of  Engineers  and  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation,  Senate 
Document  No.  51,  84th  Congress,  1st  session,  point  out  many  shortcomings  in 
the  effort  to  get  anadromous  fish  past  dams  of  less  than  100  feet  high. 

It  is  disconcerting,  then,  for  those  interested  in  anadromous  fishes  from 
both  the  commercial  and  sport  aspects,  to  read  statements  issued  by  authorita¬ 
tive  sources  that  the  problem  of  fish  passage  at  high  dams  is  near  solution.  A 
legal  brief  of  the  Federal  Power  Commission  staff  relating  to  the  Nez  Perce, 
Mountain  Sheep,  and  Pleasant  Valley  Dam  sites  stated  “*  *  *  recent  accom¬ 
plishments  of  both  the  biological  and  engineering  experts  in  solving  the  problem 
of  passing  downstream  migrants  justifies  confidence  in  their  ability  to  solve 
reasonably  soon  a  satisfactory  means  of  passing  downstream  migrants  at  high 
dams  such  as  Nez  Perce.” 

That  optimism  is  not  supported  by  fact.  The  salmon  resources  within  the 
United  States  are  at  an  ebb  point  now  and  optimism  should  not  be  permitted  to 
overshadow  biological  fact.  The  recent  comment  of  the  FPC  and  its  decisions 
on  other  structures  on  streams  of  the  Northwest  show  the  need  for  more  compe¬ 
tent  biological  counsel.  The  conservationists  seem  to  be  in  full  support  of  S. 
3185.  It  is  believed  that  the  Department  of  the  Ulterior  should  be  permitted  to 
pass  on  all  projects  that  involve  migratory  fish  and  game.  The  Nation  deserves 
to  receive  every  possible  benefit  from  any  structures  that  are  proposed  for 
construction. 
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Rep.  Reuss  introduced  and  discussed  H.  R.  6691 
which  was  referred  to  the  House  Merchant  Marine 
and  Fisheries  Committee.  Print  of  bill  and  re¬ 
marks  of  Rep.  Reuss. 

Sen.  Magnuson  introduced  S.  2617  which  was  re¬ 
ferred  to  the  Senate  Interstate  and  Foreign 
Commerce  Committee.  Print  of  bill  as  introduced. 

Rep.  Dingell  introduced  H.  R.  10679  which  was 
referred  to  the  House  Merchant  Marine  and  Fisheries 
Committee.  Print  of  bill  as  introduced. 

Rep.  Boykin  introduced  H.  R.  10803  which  was  re¬ 
ferred  to  the  House  Merchant  Marine  and  Fisheries 
Committee.  Print  of  bill  as  introduced. 

House  committee  ordered  H.  R.  10679  and  H.  R. 

10803. 

House  committee  reported  H.  R.  10679  without 
amendment.  H.  Report  No.  lUt5. 

House  committee  reported  H.  R.  10803  without 
amendment.  H.  Report  No.  ll|l|6. 

Print  of  bills  and  reports. 

House  passed  H.  R.  10679  without  amendment. 

House  recommitted  H.  R.  10803  to  the  House 
Merchant  Marine  and  Fisheries  Committee.  Print 
of  bill  as  recommitted. 

H.  R.  10679  was  referred  to  the  Senate  Interstate 
and  Foreign  Commerce  Committee.  Print  of  bill 
as  referred. 

Senate  committee  reported  S.  2617  with  amendment. 

S.  Report  No.  11*26.  Print  of  bill  and  report. 

Senate  passed  over  S.  2617  at  the  request  of 
Sen.  Talmadge. 

Senate  passed  S.  2617  with  amendments. 

S.  2617  was  referred  to  the  House  Merchant 
Marine  and  Fisheries  Committee.  Print  of  bill. 

House  subcommittee  ordered  S.  2617  reported 
with  amendments . 

House  committee  ordered  S.  2617  reported  with 
amendment . 
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July  16,  1958 

July  21,  1958 
July  23,  1958 
Aug.  1,  1958 


House  committee  reported  S.  2617  with 
amendment.  H.  Report  No.  2182.  Print  of 
bill  and  report. 

House  passed  S.  2617  as  reported. 

Senate  concurred  in  House  amendment  to  S.  2617. 
Approved:  Public  Law  85-585* 
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DIGEST  OF  PUBLIC  LAW  85-585 


ACQUISITION  OF  MIGRATORY  BIRD  REFUGES.  Amends  the  Migratory 
Bird  Hunting  Stamp  Act  of  1934  so  as  to  increase  the  cost  of 
duck  stamps  from  $2  to  $3  and  to  earmark  the  entire  proceeds 
of  their  sale,  less  the  expenses  of  the  Post  Office  Department 
in  connection  with  producing,  selling,  and  accounting  for  such 
stamps  and  money  received  from  their  sale,  for  the  acquisition 
of  migratory  bird  refuges.  Authorizes  funds  available  for  mi¬ 
gratory  bird  refuges  to  be  utilized  for  the  acquiring  of  small 
wetlands  and  pothole  areas  to  be  designated  "Wildfowl  Production 
Areas"  not  subject  to  the  inviolate  sanctuary  provisions  of  the 
Migratory  Bird  Conservation  Act. 
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IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

April  5, 1957 

Mr.  Retjss  introduced  the  following  bill;  which  was  referred  to  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Merchant  Marine  and  Fisheries 


A  BILL 

To  authorize  a  ten-year  program  for  acquiring  national  migratory- 

bird  refuges  and  areas. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled , 

3  That  section  4  of  the  Migratory  Bird  Hunting  Stamp  Act 

4  of  March  16,  1934  (48  Stat.  451;  16  U.  S.  0.  718d),  as 

5  amended,  is  further  amended  to  read  as  follows : 

6  “All  moneys  received  for  such  stamps  shall  be  accounted 

7  for  by  the  Post  Office  Department  and  paid  into  the  Treasury 

8  of  the  United  States,  and  shall  be  reserved  and  set  aside  as 

9  a  special  fund  to  be  known  as  the  Migratory  Bird  Conserva- 

10  tion  Fund,  to  be  administered  by  the  Secretary  of  the  In- 

11  terior.  There  shall  in  addition  be  deposited  into  such  Fund 
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all  money  received  from  the  sale  or  other  disposition  of  sur¬ 
plus  wildlife  or  of  timber,  hay,  grass,  or  other  spontaneous 

! 

products  of  the  soil,  shell,  sand  or  gravel,  or  from  oil  or 
minerals,  or  from  other  privileges  on  refuges  established 
under  sections  715-715d,  715e,  715f-715k  and  7151-715r 
of  this  title  or  under  any  other  law,  proclamation,  or  execu¬ 
tive  order,  administered  by  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  of 
the  United  States  Department  of  the  Interior,  less  money 
paid  out  to  counties  pursuant  to  section  715s  of  this  title. 
All  moneys  received  into  such  fund  are  appropriated  for 
the  acquisition,  by  purchase,  lease  (without  being  subject 
to  the  limitation  on  improvements  contained  in  Revised 
Statutes,  section  355,  of  June  28,  1930),  condemnation  or 
otherwise,  of  suitable  areas,  in  the  United  States  or  in 
Canada,  for  migratory-bird  management  areas,  refuges,  res¬ 
ervations,  or  breeding  grounds,  and  shall  be  available  there¬ 
for  until  expended.  The  Secretary  of  the  Interior  shall 
acquire  such  areas  at  such  a  rate  as  to  add  to  the  Federal 
system  as  close  to  400,000  acres  a  year  as  possible  for  each 
of  the  ten  years  following  fiscal  1957.  If  the  sums  herewith 
made  available  shall  in  any  year  prove  insufficient  for  this 
purpose  of  acquisition,  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  shall 
so  advise  the  Congress:  Provided,  That  in  the  discretion  of 
the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  not  to  exceed  50  per  centum 
at  any  one  time,  of  any  area  acquired  in  accordance  with 
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the  provisions  of  sections  718-718h  of  this  title,  may  be 
administered  primarily  as  a  wildlife  management  area  not 
subject  to  the  prohibitions  against  the  taking  of  birds,  or 
nests  or  the  eggs  thereof,  as  contained  in  section  715i  of 
this  title,  except  that  no  such  area  shall  be  open  to  the 
shooting  of  migratory  birds  when  the  population  of  such 
birds  frequenting  the  area  or  in  the  migrations  utilizing  such 
area  is  on  a  decline,  nor  prior  to  the  date  upon  which  the 
same  has  been  fully  developed  as  a  management  area,  refuge, 
reservation,  or  breeding  ground. 

Sec.  2.  Section  2  of  the  Migratory  Bird  Hunting  Stamp 
Act  of  March  16,  1934  (48  Stat.  451;  16  U.  S.  0.  718b), 
as  amended,  is  further  amended  by  striking  the  words  “two 
dollars”  and  inserting  the  words  “three  dollars”. 
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.ment  or  the  Secretary  violated  any  law. 

tat  charge  made  by  the  gentleman  is 
n\t  borne  out  by  the  undisputed  facts. 
As\o  the  Secretary  it  is  a  wicked,  false 
charke  without  a  single  fact  to  justify  it. 
Mr.  Summerfield  should  be  commend¬ 
ed — praised,  not  condemned — for  his 
courage  atod  his  forthright  action  in  ad¬ 
vising  the  people  and  the  Congress  that 
unless  propek  action  is  taken  by  the  Ap¬ 
propriations  Committee  and  the  Con¬ 
gress,  he  will  ijot  violate  the  statute 
above  referred  tck  But  he  will,  on  the 
contrary,  curtail  the  services  of  the  De¬ 
partment  so  as  to  bring  them  within  the 
amounts  authorized  and  appropriated  by 
the  Congress.  He  carv\do  either  1  of 
2  things.  He  can  violate  the  law,  or 
he  can  cut  his  suit  out  of  tne  cloth  given 
him.  As  all  who  know  hink  would  ex¬ 
pect,  he  has  chosen  to  give  wae  service 
for  which  we  have  provided  tnh  money. 

If  that  action  becomes  necessary  and 
the  Postmaster  General,  acting  unato  the 
law,  is  forced  to  and  does  curtailVny 
present  postal  services,  the  blame  whl 
rest  technically  upon  the  Bureau  of  tnfc 
Budget  and  the  Congress  because  on  the' 
peoples’  demand  it  has  directed  the  De¬ 
partment  to  render  certain  services  but 
has  not  provided  the  funds  to  pay  for 
them — and  again,  from  a  practical 
standpoint,  upon  the  action  taken  by  the 
gentleman  from  Missouri  [Mr.  Cannon] 
in  committee.  His  statement  made  here 
early  in  the  day,  insisting  that  the  law 
be  observed,  that  the  departments  live 
within  the  amounts  appropriated,  is  all 
to  the  good.  But  he  cannot,  logically,  or 
in  good  faith,  criticize  the  Postmaster 
General,  when  the  Postmaster  General 
insists  that  he,  too,  will  obey  the  law  and 
take  the  inescapable  action  of  curtailing 
services — nor  should  it  be  forgotten  that 
the  Postmaster  General  has  indicated 
the  curtailment  will  in  the  least  interfere 
with  essential  services  rendered  indi¬ 
viduals. 

It  is  the  old,  old,  often-repeated  story 
of  the  people  insisting  upon  new  and  ad¬ 
ditional  services — the  Congress  yielding 
to  their  demands,  but  not  providing  suf¬ 
ficient  funds  to  meet  the  cost.  Post¬ 
master  Summerfield  has  not  violated  the 
law.  He  has  refused  to  do  so.  He  ha 
told  the  world  that  if  the  people  w^nt 
a  certain  service  the  postal  employees 
paid  certain  salaries,  the  Congress must 
provide  the  funds  or  the  service/will  not 
be  given.  More  and  greater  >power  to 
public  servants  of  similar  courage. 


POST  .  OFFICE  DEP^ 
DEFICIT 


tTMENT 


up  the  Post  Office  deficit.  When  it  is 
all  boiled  down,  it  comes  to  this:  They 
want  to  pick  up  the  deficit  on  the  second- 
and  third-class  mail  by  raising  the  first- 
class  mail  of  3  cents  to  4  cents  and  by 
increasing  the  airmail  rate  of  6  cents  to 
8  cents. 

They  have  presented  what  they  claim 
to  be  cost  ascertainment  figures  but  they 
are  not  based  on  any  formula  of  account¬ 
ing  I  know  anything  about  and  that 
the  General  Accounting  Office  would  ap¬ 
prove.  In  fact,  if  that  type  of  account¬ 
ing  were  used  in  the  financial  statements 
of  private  industry  they  would  be  sub¬ 
ject  to  a  charge  of  fraud  and  they  would 
be  subject  to  civil  suit  in  case  they  ob¬ 
tained  merchandise  based  on  that  type 
of  financial  statement,  because  in  the 
formula  of  cost  ascertainment  they  in¬ 
clude  what  they  call  intangible  factors. 
Then  they  take  an  intangible  factor, 
monetize  it,  and  put  it  in  the  cost  acer- 
tainment  formula  for  fh-st-class  mail  and 
thereby  show  a  deficit. 

Let  us  not  be  bewildered  by  this  hulla¬ 
baloo  going  on  in  the  press.  Let  us  keep 
kour  eye  on  the  ball.  If  the  Post  Offio 
teficit  is  to  be  made  up,  it  should  be  rmrae 
uh  by  those  who  are  causing  the  deficit. 
Thkv  should  pay  an  increased  rate,  not 
thosVwho  are  now  paying  their  own  way. 


(Mr.  HOLIFIELD  asjfed  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revi/e  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.  ) 

Mr.  HOLIFIELD.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  hope 
that  this  hullabaloo  over  the  deficiency  in 
the  Post  Office  Department  appropria¬ 
tions  or  thar  claimed  deficiency  does  not 
confuse  the  American  people  to  the  point 
where  iy may  be  utilized  to  put  over  a 
rate  increase  on  first-class  mail  and  on 
airmjnl. 

a  member  of  the  Committee  on  the 
Office  I  have  been  listening  to  pres- 
itations  by  General  Summerfield  and 
aids  in  regard  to  the  need  to  take 


THE  INDONESIANS  SUPPORT  FREE¬ 
DOM  AND  INDEPENDENCE  FOR 
ALL  NATIONS 
The  SPEAByER  pro  t€mpore.  Under 
previous  order the  .House,  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Ohio  nMi;/Feighan]  is  recog¬ 
nized  for  5  minute^ 

Mr.  FEIGHAN/  'Mr.  Speaker,  many 
Members  of  Congress  Taave  shown  a  keen 
interest  in  Iildonesia\because  of  the 
struggle  being  made  in  that  newly  inde¬ 
pendent  country  between\the  forces  of 
representative  government  and  the  con¬ 
spiracy  /bf  communism.  Freedom  and 
democracy  are  very  much  alivevin  Indo¬ 
nesia/  It  has  strong  advocatesX  These 
advocates  of  freedom  and  democracy 
we  given  concrete  example  of  theirsun- 
ferstanding  of  the  real  dangers  of  cot 
’munism  to  the  survival  of  Indonesia"* 
freedom  and  national  independence. 

On  January  26,  1957,  there  was  estab¬ 
lished  with  headquarters  in  Djarkata, 
the  capital  city  of  Indonesia,  a  Turke¬ 
stan  liberation  movement.  I  have  had 
this  significant  development  called  to  my 
attention  through  a  release  of  the  Asian 
Press  Board,  the  leading  news  agency  of 
Indonesia. 

The  purpose  of  the  Turkestan  libera¬ 
tion  movement  is  to  bring  about  the  free¬ 
dom  and  national  independence  of  Tur¬ 
kestan.  It  will  be  recalled  that  the  Rus¬ 
sian  Communists  invaded  and  occupied 
the  Turkestanian  Republic  of  1917-18 
and  destroyed  it.  Following  this  the 
Moscow  leaders  then  divided  the  Turke¬ 
stanian  Nation  into  five  so-called  Soviet 
republics.  This  was  another  demonstra¬ 
tion  of  the  typical  Russian  technique  of 
divide  and  conquer;  divide  and  control. 

Turkestan,  nevertheless,  remains  a 
country  made  up  of  over  30  million  peo¬ 
ple,  occupying  a  land  space  equal  to  that 
of  Afghanistan,  Iran,  Turkey,  and  Saudi 
Arabia  together. 

The  future  of  Turkestan  is  still  further 


complicated  by  the  fact  that  some  of  the 
eastern  provinces  of  that  country  are  oc¬ 
cupied  and  exploited  by  the  Clnfrese 
Communists. 

The  goal  of  liberating  the  Turkesta¬ 
nian  Nation  from  the  alien  control  of  the 
Russian  Communists  and  the  Chinese 
Communists  is  one  which  is  in  concert 
with  the  will  of  the  people-  of  Turkestan 
and  consistent  with  the  desire  of  all  the 
people  of  the  world  for  .peace  and  justice 
for  all.  / 

In  the  statement  ^issued  by  the  Turke¬ 
stan  liberation  movement,  it  is  pointed 
out  that  it  is  iftufossible  to  have  peace¬ 
able  coexistenc^xn  the  world  unless  colo¬ 
nialism,  imperialism,  and  exploitation  of 
nations  and/people  are  eliminated.  It 
also  points'  out  that  the  people  of  Asia 
and  the  beople  of  Africa,  as  represented 
by  the  Afro-Asian  Conference,  recognize 
comrntinism  as  a  threat  to  peace  and  an 
absolute  bar  to  an  era  of  peaceful  coex¬ 
istence  among  all  the  nations  of  the 
>rld.  The  statement  of  the  Turkestan 
liberation  movement  is  of  such  great  im¬ 
portance  that  I  want  to  read  it  in  full. 

The  Turkestan  Liberation  Movement 

In  this  dynamic,  revolutionary  20th  cen¬ 
tury,  all  nations,  from  east  to  west,  from 
north  to  south,  in  every  corner  of  the  world 
of  whatever  religion  and  opinion  they  are, 
have  one  universal  belief,  i.  e.,  the  belief  in 
liberty  for  all  nations  in  the  world,  which 
by  itself  will  bring  peace  and  fraternity  to 
mankind. 

This  atomic  age,  which  has  given  birth  to 
a  scientific  revolution  brighter  than  the 
French  and  Russian  Revolutions,  bring  us, 
besides  a  threat  of  devastation,  a  hopeful 
aspect,  i.  e.,  peace  and  fraternity  over  the 
peoples  in  the  world  with  all  progress  they 
have  gained  in  everything. 

Britain,  “the  master  of  the  waves,”  with 
her  Empire  stretched  out  “from  sunrise  to 
sunset”;  France,  with  her  Asian  and  African 
colonies;  and  some  Western  countries  which, 
till  then,  have  the  habit  of  colonizing  in  this 
age,  are  compelled  to  loosen  their  grasp  on 
their  colonies  and  to  give  them  freedom  to 
rule  by  their  own,  as  an  obligation  in  this 
revolutionary  age;  though  there  are  still  some 
countries  left  under  the  pressure  of  colonial¬ 
ism  and  imperialism. 

In  the  development  of  the  human  brain, 
we  still  meet  with  diplomatic  tactics  which 
are  against  this  revolution,  wanting  to  go  on 
vwith  their  original  idea:  colonialism.  Such 
elements  will  spread  an  epidemic  which  is  to 
bk  destroyed  by  every  freedom-  and  peace - 
lo-Xr  in  the  world.  Every  patriot  and  every 
anti\mperialist  should  unite  in  facing  this 
opponent.  For  as  long  as  this  is  reigning, 
the  world’s  peace  and  security  will  remain 
a  dream. 

The  pov^r  of  communism  in  the  hands  of 
some  speciestef  men  with  their  lovely  sound¬ 
ing  promises  X.  peace,  freedom,  and  prosper¬ 
ity  has,  pity  en^igh,  its  imperialistic  and  co- 
lonialistic  desired  and  still  rules  over  the 
Turkestanian  people;  this  is  in  fact  worse 
and  more  inhuman  Xan  the  classic  imperial¬ 
ism  is. 

Turkestan,  a  countfy  of  not  less  than 
5,407,013  kilometers,  having  the  total  sur¬ 
face  of  Afghanistan,  Iran, Vurkey,  and  Saudi 
Arabia  together,  with  a  population  of  30  mil¬ 
lion  men,  is  divided  into  twotearts:  A  west¬ 
ern  part  which  is  under  the  pre^ure  of  Soviet 
Communists,  and  an  eastern  part  which  is 
ruled  by  the  Chinese  Communists  This  is 
obviously  against  the  wish  of  the  Turkestan¬ 
ian  people  and  in  contradiction  with  the 
words,  “civilization  and  humanity,”  >thich 
is  the  foundation  of  the  U.  N.  Charter. 

So,  as  a  realization  of  the  resolution tef 
the  Afro-Asian  peoples,  who  love  fraternity 
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eace,  and  peaceful  coexistence,  we  esta 
the  Turkestan  liberation  movementydn 
January  26,  1957,  which  has  its  center  in 
Djakarta,  the  capital  of  the  Republic  of 

Indonesia.  ,  .  , , 

This  movement  is  not  intended  to  oppose 
the  peace'-  and  freedom-loving peoples  of 
Russia  and '■China.  We  are  opposing  impe¬ 
rialism  and  Colonialism  of  whatever  form, 
conform  to  th&. decisions  tal^en  at  the  Afro- 
Asian  Conference,  in  BanduMg.  We  challenge 
imperialist  Communist  Russia  and  China 
with  their  colonia\sm/  a  crime  to  which 
must  be  put  an  end.VTherefore,  in  the  in¬ 
terest  of  world  peace  mid  to  protect  it  against 
slavery,  we  appeal  to  everypeace-  and  liberty- 
loving  nation  to  ,fight  against  the  impel ial- 
ists  who  are  acting  contrary  to  the  revolu¬ 
tion  of  this  agcf  that  is,  the  Communist  im¬ 
perialists.  /  x 

Let  us  hfve  eternal  peace,  ovet  the  whole 
world,  by/liberating  our  brothers\the  Tur- 
kestaniah  people,  from  the  colonialiStic  grasp 
of  the  .Russian  and  Chinese  Communisms  who 
tiring  this  world  to  war  and  destruction, 
live  freedom,  peace,  and  sincere 
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“OPERATION  WATERFOWL”  TO 
ACQUIRE  WILDLIFE  REFUGES 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under 
previous  order  of  the  House,  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Wisconsin  [Mr.  ReussJ  is  rec¬ 
ognized  for  10  minutes. 

Mr.  REUSS.  Mr.  Speaker,  if  we  are 
to  save  some  wild  duck  and  geese  for  the 
next  generation,  we  are  going  to  have 
to  vastly  expand  the  breeding  and  rest¬ 
ing  areas  on  the  North  American  Con¬ 
tinent  for  our  migratory  waterfowl.  I 
have  today  introduced  H.  R.  6691  to  set 
up  “Operation  Waterfowl,”  a  compre¬ 
hensive  10 -year  program  to  acquire  such 
areas. 

The  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  has  for 
many  years  estimated  that  we  need  a 
total  of  12  y2  million  acres  of  land  for 
waterfowl  areas  if  we  are  to  preserve  our 
present  waterfowl  population,  let  alone 
add  to  it.  The  Federal  Government  now 
operates  approximately  200  waterfowl 
refuges,  containing  3,370,000  acres — an 
amount  which  has  remained  relatively 
constant  since  1940.  In  order  to  carry 
out  the  1 2  V2  -million-acre  program,  the 
Federal  Government  must '  acquire  an 
additional  4  million  acres,  and  State  gov¬ 
ernments  must  acquire  an  additional  5 
million  acres.  The  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Service  currently  estimates  the  cost  of 
acquisition  for  the  Federal  Government’s 
4  million  acres  to  be  an  average  of  $40 
an  acre,  or  a  total  of  $160  million  for  the 
Federal  program. 

A  10-YEAR  PROGRAM 


H.  R.  6691  is  designed  to  meet  the  Fish 
and  Wildlife  Service’s  waterfowl  area 
goal  by  providing  approximately  $10  mil¬ 
lion  a  year  for  acquisition  in  each  of  the 
next  10  years.  It  directs  the  Secretary 
of  the  Interior  to  acquire  land  at  a  rate 
which  will  result  in  a  total  10-year  acqui¬ 
sition  of  as  close  to  the  4-million-acre 
goal  as  possible.  x 
The  refuge  acquisition  fund,  under 
H.  R.  6691,  would  be  made  up  from  the 
following  3  sources: 

DUCK-STAMP  DIVERSION 


INCREASED  RECEIPTS 


United  States  Code,  section  715s;  in  fiscal 
1955,  $2,188,612.41;  in  fiscal  1954,  $2,257,- 
411.76.  It  may  reasonably  be  assumed 
that  annual  net  proceeds  over  the  next 
10  years  will  average  $2  million,  thus 
yielding  !a  total  of  $10,250,000  annually. 
H.  R.  6691  provides  that  these  net  pro¬ 
ceeds  shall  be  used  for  acquisition. 


First.  Use  of  all  duck-stamp  receipts 
for  refuge  acquisition:  The  Norbeck-An- 
dresen  Duck  Stamp  Act  of  March  16, 
1934,  had  as  its  stated  object  “the  acqui¬ 
sition  of  areas  of  land  and  of  water  to 
furnish  in  perpetuity  reserves  for  the 
adequate  protection  of  such  birds.” 
Through  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 
1956,  collections  from  the  sale  of  duck 
stamps  totaled  $49,485,423.  Of  this 
amount  ony  $4,392,167,  or  a  little  more 
'than  8  percent  of  the  total,  was  used  to 
purchase  acreage.  The  remaining  92 
percent  was  spent  to  administer  and  de¬ 
velop  the  approximately  3  V2  million  acres 
in  existing  refuges,  for  research,  and  to 
pay  for  the  production  of  the  stamps 
themselves.  Because  of  this  diversion 
from  the  acquisition  program  of  92  per¬ 
cent  of  total  duck-stamp  receipts,  only 
264,729  of  the  Nation’s  3V2  million  acres 
in  existing  refuges  have  been 'purchased 
from  duck  stamp  receipts.  This  is  at 
the  rate  of  about  12,000  acres  a  year 
since  the  start  of  the  program.  At  this 
rate,  it  will  take  333  years  to  acquire  the 
4  million  acres  which  the  Fish  and  Wild¬ 
life  Service  specifies  as  its  minimum  pro¬ 
gram.  Several  centuries  before  that,  the 
last  waterfowl  will  have  vanished  from 
the  North  American  Continent.  H.  R. 
6691  provides  that  all  of  the  duck  stamp 
funds  contributed  by  the  hunters  of  this 
country,  not  merely  a  fraction,  shall  be 
devoted  to  refuge  acquisition. 


H.  R.  6691  seeks  to  set  up  a  10-year 
Federal  program  for  the  acquisition  of 
the  required  4  million  acres.  This  is  a 
conservative  goal.  It  has  not  been 
changed  since  1935,  when  it  was  first 
evolved,  despite  great  increases  in  popu¬ 
lation  and  in  the  numbers  of  waterfowl 
hunters. 

Unless  an  expanded  program  of  water- 
fowl  refuge  acquisition  is  started  at  once, 
it  probably  never  will  be.  This  is  so  be¬ 
cause  land  costs  are  steadily  rising.  At 
the  same  time,  hunter  pressure  on  the 
waterfowl  resources  is  constantly  in¬ 
creasing.  Unless  a  massive  effort  to  re¬ 
store  waterfowl  habitat  is  made,  the  next 
generation  may  see  no  more  waterfowl 
to  preserve. 


Second.  Increasing  the  duck  stamp 
from  $2  to  $3 :  Duck  stamps  were  raised 
from  $1  to  $2  in  1949  without  causing 
any  appreciable  dropoff  in  sales.  H.  R. 
6691  would  increase  the  fee  to  $3.  Hunt¬ 
ers  would  willingly  pay  this  increased 
cost  if  they  had  ironclad  assurance,  as 
H.  R.  6691  gives  them,  that  the  proceeds 
will  be  used  for  acquiring  refuges,  and 
not  diverted  to  some  other  purpose.  In 
addition,  H.  R.  6691  raises  to  50  percent 
from  25  percent  the  portion  of  a  wildlife 
area  which  may  be  managed  for  hunt¬ 
ing,  rather  than  held  as  an  inviolate 
refuge.  During  the  fiscal  year  ending 
June  30,  1956,  2%  million  hunters  pur¬ 
chased  duck  stamps.  If  the  number  of 
duck  stamp  purchasers  for  the  next  10 
years  averages  2%  million  a  year,  a  con¬ 
servative  estimate  in  view  of  increasing 
interest  in  hunting,  receipts  from  this 
source,  at  $3  a  stamp,  would  be  $8,250,000 
annually. 

Third.  Use  of  proceeds  of  goods  and 
services  from  refuges,  such  as  hay,  furs, 
oil,  timber,  minerals,  for  refuge  acqui¬ 
sition:  Receipts  from  these  sources  in 
fiscal  1956  were  $2,285,218.79,  from  which 
25  percent  must  be  deducted  for  in-lieu 
payments  to  counties  under  title  16, 


DIRECT  APPROPRIATIONS  NEEDED 

The  use  of  duck-stamp  funds  and  pro¬ 
ceeds  from  the  sale  of  goods  and  serv¬ 
ices  exclusively  for  refuge  acquisition  will 
require  that  expenditures  now  financed 
by  these  receipts  will  have  to  be  met  by 
direct  appropriations.  Proceeds  of  the 
sale  of  goods  and  services  are  currently 
not  used  at  all  for  refuge  acquisition. 
Of  the  $4,739,760  received  from  duck 
stamps  in  fiscal  1956,  about  $1  million 
was  used  for  refuge  acquisition,  the  re¬ 
mainder  to  Administer  other  aspects  of 
the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  program, 
totaling  somewhere  between  $3  million 
and  $4  million.  There  is  no  reason  why 
Congress  should  not  address  itself  an¬ 
nually  to  the  need  for  making  annual 
appropriations  in  approximately  these 
amounts  for  valid  fish  and  wildlife 
services.  Furthermore,  when  the  refuge- 
acquisition  program  is  completed  in  10 
years,  the  revenues  from  duck  stamps 
and  from  sales  of  goods  and  services  will 
then  be  available  for  general  Treasury 
purposes. 

HOW  TO  STRETCH  THE  FUND 

The  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  esti¬ 
mates  that  the  average  acquisition  cost 
of  the  4  million  required  acres  will  be 
$40  an  acre,  or  a  total  of  $160  million, 
without  providing  for  their  development. 
The  10-year  program  outlined,  therefore, 
with  an  expenditure  of  something  over 
$10  million  a  year,  looks  as  if  it  would 
provide  only  about  60  percent  of  the 
required  program  in  the  next  10  years. 

It  is  possible,  however,  that  this  short¬ 
fall  can  be  met  in  two  ways.  The  con¬ 
servation  reserve  program  set  up  under 
the  Soil  Bank  Act  of  1956  may  bring 
about  the  creation  of  unexpected  acre¬ 
ages  of  wetlands.  This  tendency  might 
be  accelerated  if  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture's  wetland  drainage  program  is 
curtailed  where  it  interferes,  as  it  fre¬ 
quently  does,  with  sound  conservation 
principles. 

Secondly,  it  may  well  be  that  the  esti¬ 
mated  cost  of  $40  an  acre  is  higher  than 
necessary.  H.  R.  6691  attempts  to  give 
the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  and  the 
Migratory  Bird  Conservation  Commis¬ 
sion  the  greatest  possible  leeway  in  find¬ 
ing  land  at  the  lowest  possible  cost. 
First,  it  gives  the  option  of  acquiring  land 
not  just  by  purchase  but  by  condemna¬ 
tion  and  leasing  as  well.  And  it  express¬ 
ly  eliminates  the  present  administrative 
restriction  that  leased  land  cannot  be  the 
subject  of  improvement.  See  Revised 
Statutes,  section  355  of  June  28,  1930; 
Comptroller  General’s  Decision  A98408, 
March  20,  1939.  Obviously,  it  may  in 
many  cases  be  more  economical  for  the 
acquisition  program  to  proceed  by  long¬ 
term  leasing  rather  than  purchase  of 
refuges  that  are  owned  outright  by  Uncle 
Sam.  This  would  be  particularly  true  of 
areas  around  the  periphery. 
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PERHAPS  CANADIAN  REFUGES? 

A  second  element  of  flexibility,  de¬ 
signed  to  secure  cheaper  land,  is  con¬ 
tained  in  the  permission  to  set  up  refuges 
in  Canada  as  well  as  in  the  United  States. 
Canadian  duck-breeding  areas  are  avail¬ 
able  today  at  considerably  lower  cost  per 
acre  than  is  the  case  in  the  United  States. 
Since  Canadian-bred  ducks  and  geese 
are  just  as  available  to  United  States 
hunters  and  watchers  as  United  States 
bred  waterfowl,  it  may  in  many  instances 
be  good  business  judgment  to  erect  a 
refuge  in  Canada  rather  than  in  the 
United  States.  International  details 
would  have  to  be  worked  out  between 
this  country  and  Canada.  Experiences 
in  international  cooperation  between  this 
country  and  Canada  with  respect  to  the 
sea  lamprey,  the  St.  Lawrence  seaway, 
and  the  distant  early  warning  system  of 
air  defense  should  prove  invaluable  in 
.  working  out  an  international  system  of 
refuges. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  country  needs  a  long¬ 
term  program  of  wildlife  refuge  acquisi¬ 
tion,  similar  to  the  long-term  programs 
for  rehabilitating  our  national  parks  and 
our  national  forests. 

Mission  66  of  the  National  Park  Serv¬ 
ice  envisages  a  10-year  plan  to  expand 
roads  and  accommodations  costing  $476 
million  of  appropriated  funds.  The  Na¬ 
tional  Forest  Service  has  a  5-year  plan 
to  expand  camping  and  picnic  facilities 
costing  $85  million  of  appropriated 
funds.  H.  R.  6691  envisages  a  10-year 
wildlife  refuge  acquisition  program  cost¬ 
ing  approximately  $100  million,  every 
cent  of  it  supplied  not  by  appropriated 
funds  but  by  the  hunters  themselves  and 
by  proceeds  from  the  refuges.  I  hope 
that  H.  R.  6691  can  furnish  the  founda¬ 
tion  for  doing  for  our  national  wildlife 
refuges  what  other  goods  programs  are 
doing  for  our  national  parks  ands  na¬ 
tional  forests.  “Operation  waterfowl,” 
or  something  like  it,  is  a  national  neces¬ 
sity. 

SCIENTIFIC  AND  ENGINEERING 
MANPOWER  SHORTAGE 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  [Mr^ 
Cooper],  Under  previous  order  of  tl 
House,  the  gentleman  from  Ulinois  [/r. 
Price]  is  recognized  for  10  minutes 

Mr.  PRICE.  Mr.  Speaker,  last  /'iday 
I  had  the  privilege  of  presenting  testi¬ 
mony  to  the  Health  and' Science  Sub¬ 
committee  of  the  House  Interstate  and 
Foreign  Commerce  Committee  in  support 
of  H.  R.  4218,  a  bill  I  introduced  in  this 
chamber  last  January/ providing  for 
Federal  scholarships  /or  high-school 
seniors  who  successfully  complete  an 
examination  in  m/hematics  and  for 
first-year  college /indents  who  pass  a 
similar  examination  in  calculus  at  the 
end  of  their  freshman  year.  Chief  ob¬ 
jective  of  the/rogram  is  to  remedy  seri¬ 
ous  deficiencies  which  have  developed  in 
recent  ye/  in  high-school  mathematics 
instruction  and  of  stimulating  greater 
intere/  in  mathematics  as  a  funda- 
mentm  part  of  a  well-balanced  education 
ancMn  essential  element  in  the  education 
ofyyoung  men  and  women  who  intend  to 
rsue  careers  in  science  and  engi- 
reering. 


The  scholarship  program  provided  for 
in  H.  R.  4218  was  originally  proposed  by 
Prof.  I.  I.  Rabi,  of  Columbia  University, 
in  testimony  before  the  Research  and 
Development  Subcommittee  of  the  Joint 
Committee  on  Atomic  Energy  during 
public  hearings  last  spring  on  the  short¬ 
age  of  scientific  and  engineering  man¬ 
power.  As  I  noted  last  January  at  the 
time  I  introduced  the  bill  in  the  House, 
Prof.  Rabi  is  renowned  throughout  the 
world  not  only  as  an  eminent  authority 
in  the  field  of  nuclear  physics,  but  for  his 
breadth  of  understanding  of  problems 
affecting  our  whole  society  and  economy. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  like  to  insert  in 
the  Record  at  this  point  selected  ex¬ 
cerpts  from  Dr.  Rabi’s  testimony  before 
the  Research  and  Development  Subcom¬ 
mittee  last  spring  as  a  means  of 
acquainting  the  Members  of  Congress 
and  the  public  with  the  unique  features 
and  merits  of  Dr.  Rabi’s  proposals,  as 
encompassed  in  H.  R.  4218 : 

Excerpts  From  Remarks  by  Prof.  I.  I.  Rabi, 

of  Columbia  University,  Before  the  Re¬ 
search  and  Development  Subcommittee  of, 
the  Joint  Committee  on  Atomic  Energy 
During  Public  Hearings  on  the  Short/s 
^of  Scientific  and  Engineering  Manpo/er, 
ay  1,  1956 

D\  Rabi.  I  would  like  to  suggest  tl/at  you 
set  iN  a  system  of  Federal  scholi/hips  to 
the  amount  of  something  like  $500  to  any 
high  school  graduate  who  has f  completed 
successfully  and  has  passed  a/examlnation 
not  at  a  prohibitive  level  but  more  or  less 
equivalent  tosthe  college  e/rance  examina¬ 
tion  in  the  traditional  fu/amental  subjects 
of  mathematics  the  high  school.  That  is, 
elementary  algebra,  p/ie  geometry,  inter¬ 
mediate  algebra,  trigonometry,  solid  geom¬ 
etry.  Anybody  whyfcas  passed  this  exami¬ 
nation  would  get  Ojae  these  scholarships. 

Representative' DurhW.  Would  you  be 
thinking  of  doing  that  S^ter  the  graduate 
level  of  high  /hools? 

Dr.  RABi./igh  school  seniors  would  take 
this  exam/ation  just  the  wayhthey  take  the 
college  /trance  examination.  >This  is  my 
suggestion,  at  least.  This  wouldhput  a  cer¬ 
tain  premium  on  that,  and,  I  thinkhin direct¬ 
ly,  would  very  greatly  improve  the  reaching 
antf  also  wsuld  interest  students  ancNmake 
^demand  for  these  subjects.  It  woulcKjiot 
5reclude  anybody. 

After  that,  a  man  could  study  history 
anything  else. 

Representative  Durham.  Do  you  think  it 
would  stimulate  the  ones  in  the  10th  grade 
and  9th  grade  and  all  down  the  line? 

Dr.  Rabi.  That  is  right. 

Representative  Price.  They  would  not  be 
required  to  take  scientific  subjects? 

Dr.  Rabi.  No.  There  is  no  compulsion  in 
anything  I  suggest  because  I  do  not  like  the 
idea  of  compulsion  or  direction  of  people. 

I  would  add  one  other  point :  That  if  at  the 
end  of  his  freshman  year  in  a  college,  of  those 
who  do  go  to  college,  he  has  taken  and  com¬ 
pleted  a  course  in  calculus,  I  would  give 
him  another  $500  scholarship  for  the  en¬ 
suing  year.  Calcalus  again  has  been  a  tra¬ 
ditional  subject. 

♦  *  ♦  *  * 

I  urge  this  as  a  practical  suggestion  and 
on  which  one  could  make  a  beginning  with¬ 
out  getting  the  Federal  Government  into 
any  sort  of  dictation  or  pushing  people  in 
one  direction  or  another.  We  are  merely 
saying  that  here  is  a  fundamental  subject 
which  is  good  for  everything  and  one  that 
an  educated  man  needs,  but,  in  addition,  is 
indispensable  for  a  scientific  or  engineering 
career. 


Representative  Price.  Would  you  put 
physics  or  chemistry  in  this  classification? 
*  *  *  * 

Dr.  Rabi.  No.  In  other  words,  I  anV^alk- 
ing  something  that  is  essential, ^/funda¬ 
mental,  and  neutral.  I  would  n /  like  to 
have  the  scientists  accused  of  try/g  to  push 
the  people  into  science. 

Representative  Price.  You  w/ld  eliminate 
discrimination.  The  programAvould  be  open 
to  everyone  who  seeks  an/ducation? 

Dr.  Rabi.  Yes,  sir.  Thiywould  be  a  schol¬ 
arship  which  he  woul/ use.  This  is  not 
an  award  for  a  promis/to  perform. 

Representative  Pr/.  It  would  not  dis¬ 
criminate  as  agaii/T  the  scientifically  in¬ 
clined  and  the  liberal  arts  inclined? 

Dr.  Rabi.  Tha/s  right.  There  is  no  dis¬ 
crimination  oiypressure  involved  whatever. 
But  it  opens  Jcne  door  to  people  going  into 
science.  It yaoes  not  close  any  other  door. 

These  a/  the  only  points  I  had  to  make. 

Representative  Hinshaw.  Dr.  Rabi,  in  this 
connection,  would  you  have  a  limited  num¬ 
ber  o/hese  $500  grants  to  be  made,  or  would 
you /ave  the  grant  made  to  anyone  who 
paired  the  examination  at  a  certain  level? 

>r.  Rabi.  I  would  like  to  see  this  given  to 
fnyone  who  took  the  examination  and 
rpassed,  period,  without  saying  that  he  passes 
at  70  or  80  or  something  else. 

Representative  Price.  Not  a  competitive 
examination? 

Dr.  Rabi.  That  is  right.  A  man  has  to  pass. 
This  is  not  some  idea  of  special  award  or 
special  gifts.  If  a  man  can  master  this  sub¬ 
ject  sufficiently  to  pass  a  reasonably  good 
examination — this  sort  of  level  you  would 
have  in  the  college  entrance  examination  and 
given  nationally — you  would  pay  him  $500. 

Representative  Price.  That  would  about 
pay  his  tuition  for  1  year  of  college. 

Dr.  Rabi.  Yes.  It  would  do  even  more 
than  that  from  the  standpoint  of  parents 
who  are  paying  taxes.  This  would  be  a 
great  incentive  both  at  home  and  for  the 
boy  himself.  It  makes  him  independent.  I 
would  not  put  any  means  qualifications. 


(Mrs.  GREEN  of  Oregon  asked  and 
was  given  permission  to  address  the 
House  for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and 
extend  her  remarks.) 

[Mrs.  GREEN  of  Oregon  addressed  the 
House.  Her  remarks  will  appear  here¬ 
after  in  the  Appendix.  ] 


VETERANS’  PREFERENCE  AND  FED¬ 
ERAL  EMPLOYEES’  LEGISLATION 

(Mr.  REES  of  Kansas  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  address  the  House 
for^S  minutes  and  to  revise  and  extend 
his  remarks.) 

Mr.  RISES  of  Kansas.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
am  calling  attention  to  the  Members  of 
the  HouseSto  three  bills  I  have  recently 
introduced  that  deal  with  matters  that 
relate  to  the  veterans  of  this  country  as 
well  as  to  the  general  public.  The  first 
bill,  H.  R.  6474,  i^a  bill  to  strengthen  the 
appellate  authorit\of  the  Veterans’  Pref¬ 
erence  Act  of  1944. 

The  purpose  of  tliis  legislation  is  to 
create  a  separate  and  independent  Vet¬ 
erans’  Preference  Employees  Appeals  Of¬ 
fice  which  shall  be  responsible  only  to  the 
Congress  of  the  United  States.  Under 
existing  law  and  regulations/ihe  appel¬ 
late  authority  contained  in  the'Veterans’ 
Preference  Act  is  delegated  to  the  Civil 
Service  Commission  by  the  Congress.  I 
believe  the  experience  of  many  Members 
of  Congress,  of  the  major  veterans’\r- 
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teanizations,  of  attorneys  acting  foi  vet¬ 
eran  appellants,  and  individual  repre- 
seritatives  acting  for  the  veteran,  cleaily 
indicates  there  is  an  urgent  need  for  an 
independent  appeals  office. 

UndeKexisting  law,  the  Civil  Service 

CommissVn  ac^s  as  an  adviser  to  the  ex¬ 
ecutive  departments,  as  well  as  advisei  to 
the  veteran-preference  employees  in  con¬ 
troversies  involving  appealable  actions. 
Consequently,  when  a  veterans’  prefer¬ 
ence  employee  fil^s  £m  appeal  his  case  is 
considered  by  a  tribunal  which  is  at¬ 
tempting  to  serve  t\&Q  masters  and  falls 
short  of  assuring  thkveteran  the  due 
process  of  law  to  which  he  is  entitled. 

This  bill,  if  enacted,  Wpuld  eliminate 
the  dual  responsibility  of  the  Civil  Serv¬ 
ice  Commission  and  would  pftme  the  han¬ 
dling  of  veteran  appeals  unde\the  juris¬ 
diction  of  the  Congress.  UndeiNhis  pro¬ 
cedure,  the  intent  of  the  Congr^s  with 
respect  to  veterans’  preference  wohdd  be 
carried  out  and  the  veteran  will  havNdue 
process  of  law. 

The  second  bill,  H.  R.  6475,  amends  tffi 
act  of  August  24,  1912,  to  provide  that' 
where  Federal  employees  are  reinstated 
or  restored  to  duty  by  administrative  or 
court  action,  retroactive  compensation 
payable  to  said  employees  shall  be  paid 
out  of  the  current  appropriations  for  the 
department  or  agency  involved. 

The  basic  purpose  of  this  bill  is  to  pre¬ 
vent  or  minimize  the  delaying  tactics 
which  drag  out  a  final  decision  in  appeal 
cases  and  in  addition  to  imposing  eco¬ 
nomic  hardships  on  the  veteran,  also 
runs  up  a  staggering  amount  of  back  pay 
where  decisions  are  favorable  to  the  ap¬ 
pellants.  Under  existing  procedure  the 
retroactive  compensation  is  paid  from  a 
supplemental  or  new  appropriation  and 
the  agency  involved  suffers  no  penalty. 
If  the  retroactive  compensation  must 
come  out  of  the  current  appropriation  for 
the  agency  there  will  be  a  healthy 
tendency  to  expedite  the  dispute  and  to 
end  unnecessary  delaying  tactics. 

No  additional  cost  to  the  Government 
is  involved  and  the  requirement  for  the 
payment  of  retroactive  compensation  out 
of  current  appropriations  will  undoubt¬ 
edly  result  in  a  speedup  of  disputes  with 
a  minimum  instead  of  a  maximum  of 
retroactive  pay. 

The  third  bill,  H.  R.  6476,  amends  the 
Veterans  Preference  Act  of  1944  to *no- 
vide  penalties  for  the  officers  andr  em¬ 
ployees  of  any  agency  of  the  .Federal 
Government  who  fail  to  comjfty  with 
findings  and  recommendatiorls  of  the 
Civil  Service  Commission  inXhe  adjudi¬ 
cation  of  veterans  preference  rights  or 
for  willfully  preventing  ahy  person  from 
receiving  preferences  granted  by  said  act. 

This  proposed  legislation  would  au¬ 
thorize  the  Civil  Service  Commission, 
upon  failure  of  an  agency  to  comply  with 
the  Commission’s  findings  and  recom¬ 
mendations  in  a-Veterans  preference  dis¬ 
pute,  to  certify  to  the  General  Accounting 
Office  the  names  of  the  responsible  of¬ 
ficers  and  employees  of  the  agencies  in¬ 
volved  ar vef  all  salary  or  other  compen¬ 
sation  payable  to  such  officers  and  em¬ 
ployees shall  be  withheld  until  such  time 
as  tKe  Commission  recommendations 
areycomplied  with. 


The  bill  also  provides  that  where  an 
officer  or  employee  of  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  or  of  the  District  of  Columbia 
willfully  prevents  any  person  from  ob¬ 
taining  their  just  rights  under  the  Vet¬ 
erans’  Preference  Act,  such  officer  or  em¬ 
ployee  shall  be  subject  to  a  fine  of  not 
more  than  $1,000  or  imprisonment  for 
not  more  than  1  year,  or  both. 


LEAVE  OF  ABSENCE 

By  unanimous  consent,  leave  of  ab¬ 
sence  was  granted  as  follows: 

To  Mr.  Doyle,  for  Tuesday  and  bal¬ 
ance  of  the  week,  on  account  of  House 
Un-American  Activities  Subcommittee 
public  hearing  in  New  York  City. 

To  Mr.  Scrivner  (at  the  request  of  Mr. 
Martin),  for  April  8  to  10,  inclusive,  on 
account  of  official  business  as  a  member 
of  the  Board  of  Visitors  to  the  Air  Force 
Academy. 

To  Mr.  Chenoweth,  for  April  8,  9,  and 
10,  on  account  of  official  business  attend¬ 
ing  meeting  of  Board  of  Visitors  to  the 
Air  Force  Academy. 


SPECIAL  ORDERS  GRANTED 

BySunanimous  .consent,  permission  to 
address  the  House,  following  the  legisla¬ 
tive  program  and  any  special  orders 
heretoforkentered,  was  granted  to : 

Mr.  Reuss  for  10  minutes  tpnay  and  to 
revise  and  extend  his  remark 

Mr.  Price  foklO  minutes^ today. 

Mr.  Bailey  fo^30  miiyites  on  Monday 
next. 


EXTENSION, 


REMARKS 


Mr.  Flood  (at  the  request  of  Mr.  ALy 
bert)  in  two  instances  and  to  incluj 
extraneous  matter. 

Mr.  Abbitt  (at  the  request  of  Mr, 
bert)  and  to  include  extraneous  nfatter. 

Mr.  Perkins  (at  the  request  oLMr.  Al¬ 
bert)  in  two  instances  and  \fi  include 
extraneous  matter. 

Mr.  Dorn  of  South  Carolina  and  to  in¬ 
clude  an  editorial  by  David/Lawrence. 

Mrs.  Rogers  of  Massachusetts  and  to 
include  extraneous  matter. 

Mr.  Canfield  to  reyfse  and  extend  his 
remarks. 

SENATE  BILLS  REFERRED 

Bills  of  the/senate  of  the  following 
titles  were  ytaken  from  the  Speaker’s 
table  and.^nder  the  rule,  referred  as 
follows : 

S.  142^  An  act  to  amend  sections  801,  802, 
and  11Q2  of  the  Civil  Aeronautics  Act  of  1938, 
as  amended;  to  the  Committee  on  Interstate 
ancLT’oreign  Commerce. 

i.  1585.  An  act  to  amend  the  Legislative 
eorganization  Act  of  1946  to  provide  for 
lore  effective  evaluation  of  the  fiscal  re¬ 
quirements  of  the  executive  agencies  of  the 
Government  of  the  United  States;  to  the 
Committee  on  Rules. 


By  unanimous/conseivt,  permission  to 
extend  remarkyrn  the  Appendix  of  the 
Record,  or  to  Revise  and  eio^nd  remarks, 
was  grantedAo: 

Mr.  Rooney  and  to  include  a  news¬ 
paper  article  by  Miss  Doris  FleeSon. 

Mr.  Edmondson  in  two  instancel^and  to 
include  extraneous  matter. 

My  Feighan,  notwithstanding  theNost 
of  ^printing  is  estimated  by  the  Puffijc 
fainter  to  be  $231. 

Mr.  Gubser  in  Jive  instances,  in  each  to' 
include  related  material. 

Mr.  Utt  (at  the  request  of  Mr. 
Gubser)  . 

Mr.  Burdick. 

Mr.  Cole  (at  the  request  of  Mr.  Mar¬ 
tin)  and  include  related  matter. 

Mr.  Kearney  (at  the  request  of  Mr. 
Martin)  and  include  related  matter,. 

Mr.  Haskell  (at  the  request  Mr.  Mar¬ 
tin)  and  include  related  matter. 

Mr.  Frelinghuysen  (at  the  request  of 
Mr.  Martin)  and  include  related  matter. 

Mr.  Berry  (at  the  request  of  Mr.  Mar¬ 
tin)  and  include  related  matter. 

Mr.  Willis  (at  the  request  of  Mr. 
Brooks  of  Louisiana)  and  include  related 
matter. 

Mr.  Polk  in  two  instances  and  include 
related  matter. 

Mr.  Wier  and  to  include  a  letter. 

Mr.  Porter  (at  the  request  of  Mr. 
Blatnik)  in  five  instances  and  to  in¬ 
clude  extraneous  matter. 

Mr.  Taber  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks. 


BILLS  PRESENTED  TO  THE 
PRESIDENT 

Mr.  BURLESON,  from  the  Committee 
on  House  Administration,  reported  that 
that  committee  did  on  this  day  present 
to  the  President,  for  his  approval,  bills 
of  the  House  of  the  following  titles: 

H.  R.  1863.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Mrs. 
John  William  Brennan; 

H.  R.  2046.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  August 
J.  Strigga;  and 

H.  R.  3322.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  James 
L.  Bostwick. 


ADJOURNMENT 

Mr.  ALBERT.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move 
that  the  House  do  now  adjourn. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to;  accord¬ 
ingly  (at  1  o’clock  and  23  minutes  p.  m.) , 
under  its  previous  order,  the  House  ad¬ 
journed  until  Monday,  April  8,  1957,  at 
12  o’clock  noon. 

EXECUTIVE  COMMUNICATIONS,  ETC. 

Under  clause  2  of  rule  XXIV,  executive 
communications  were  taken  from  the 
Speaker®  table  and  referred  as  follows: 

703.  A  letter  from  the  Assistant  Secretary 
of  the  Internal-,  transmitting  a  report  on.  the 
Burns  Creek  Dam,  powerplant  and  reservoir, 
Palisades  project  Idaho,  pursuant  to  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  sections  9  (a)  of  the  Reclamation 
Project  Act  of  193S.  (53  Stat.  1187)  (H.  Doc. 
No.  147) ;  to  the  Conamittee  on  Interior  and 
Insular  Affairs  and  ordered  to  be  printed  with 
illustrations. 

704.  A  letter  from  the  'fcjomptroller  General 
of  the  United  States,  transmitting  a  report  on 
the  audit  of  the  Agricultural  Conservation 
Program  Service,  DepartmentNof  Agriculture, 
for  the  fiscal  year  ended  June  3Bk  1955;  to  the 
Committee  on  Government  Operations. 

705.  A  letter  from  the  Acting  Director,  Ad¬ 
ministrative  Office  of  the  UniteX  States 
Courts,  transmitting  a  draft  of  proposed  leg¬ 
islation  entitled  “A  bill  to  provide  for  rei^son- 
able  notice  of  applications  to  the  Un^ed 
States  courts  of  appeals  for  interlocutory 
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IN  THE  SENATE  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 

July  23  (legislative  day,  July  8),  1957 

Mr.  Magnuson  (by  request)  introduced  the  following  bill ;  which  was  read  twice 
and  referred  to  the  Committee  on  Interstate  and  Foreign  Commerce 


A  BILL 

To  amend  the  Migratory  Bird  Hunting  Stamp  Act  of 
March  16,  1934,  as  amended. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled , 

3  That  section  4  of  the  Migratory  Bird  Hunting  Stamp  Act 

4  of  March  16,  1934  (48  Stat.  451),  as  amended,  is  further 

5  amended  by  striking  out  subsection  (a)  thereof  and  insert- 

6  ing  in  lieu  thereof  the  following:  “(a)  Not  less  than  65 

7  per  centum  shall  he  available  for  the  location  and  ascertain- 

8  ment  and  acquisition  of  suitable  areas  for  migratory  bird 

9  sanctuaries  under  the  provisions  of  the  Migratory  Bird  Con- 

10  servation  Act,  to  be  expended  for  such  purposes  in  all 

11  respects  as  moneys  appropriated  pursuant  to  the  provisions 
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of  such  Act:  Provided ,  That,  in  the  discretion  of  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  the  Interior,  not  to  exceed  25  per  centum  at  any 
one  time,  of  any  area  acquired  in  accordance  with  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  the  Migratory  Bird  Conservation  Act,  may  he 
administered  primarily,  as  a  wildlife  management  area  not 
subject  to  the  prohibitions  against  the  taking  of  birds,  or 
nests  or  the  eggs  thereof,  as  contained  in  section  715i  of 
this  title,  except  that  no  such  area  shall  be  open  to  the 
shooting  of  migratory  birds  when  the  population  of  such 
birds  frequenting  the  area  or  in  the  migrations  utilizing  such 
area  is  on  a  decline,  not  prior  to  July  1,  1952,  or  the  date 
upon  which  the  same  has  been  fully  developed  as  a  manage¬ 
ment  area,  refuge,  reservation,  or  breeding  ground,  which¬ 
ever  is  later. 

Sec.  2.  That  subsection  (b)  of  said  section  4  he  renum¬ 
bered  “(c)  ”,  and  a  new  subsection  “(h)”  he  inserted  to 
read  as  follows:  “(b)  not  more  than  20  per  centum  shall 
he  available  for  administration,  maintenance,  and  develop¬ 
ment  of  migratory  bird  sanctuaries  under  the  provisions  of 
the  Migratory  Bird  Conservation  Act  to  be  expended  for 
such  purposes  in  all  respects  as  moneys  appropriated  pur¬ 
suant  to  the  provisions  of  such  Act;  for  the  administration, 
maintenance,  and  development  of  other  refuges  under  the 
administration  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  frequented 
by  migratory  game  birds;  and  for  such  investigations  on  such 
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refuges  and  elsewhere  in  regard  to  migratory  waterfowl  as 
the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  may  deem  essential  for  the 
highest  utilization  of  the  refuges  and  for  the  protection  and 
increase  of  these  birds; ” 

Sec.  3.  The  Secretary  of  the  Interior  is  authorized  to 
utilize  funds  made  available  under  subsection  (a)  of  this 
section  for  the  purposes  of  such  subsection,  and  such  other 
funds  as  may  be  appropriated  for  the  purposes  of  such  sub¬ 
section,  or  of  this  subsection,  to  acquire  by  lease,  purchase, 
or  exchange,  small  wet  land  and  pothole  areas  to  be  desig¬ 
nated  as  “Waterfowl  Production  Areas”.  Such  small  areas 
shall  not  be  classified  as  “National  Wildlife  Refuges”  and 
shall  not  be  subject  to  the  inviolate  sanctuary  provisions  of 
this  Act. 
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IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

February  13, 1958 

Mr.  Dingell  introduced  the  following  bill;  which  was  referred  to  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Merchant  Marine  and  Fisheries 


A  BILL 

To  amend  the  Migratory  Bird  Hunting  Stamp  Act  of 
March  16,  1934,  as  amended. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  fives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled , 

3  That  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  is  authorized  to  utilize 

4  funds  available  under  section  4  of  the  Migratory  Bird  Hunt- 

5  ing  Stamp  Act  of  March  16,  1934  (48  Stat.  451),  as 

6  amended,  and  such  other  funds  as  may  he  appropriated,  to 

7  acquire  by  lease,  purchase,  or  exchange,  small  wetland 

8  and  pothole  areas  to  be  designated  as  “Waterfowl  Production 

9  Areas”.  Such  small  areas  shall  not  be  classified  as  “National 

10  Wildlife  Befuges”,  and  shall  not  be  subject  to  the  inviolate 

11  sanctuary  provisions  of  this  Act, 
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IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

February  18, 1958 

Mr.  Boykin  introduced  the  following  bill;  which  was  referred  to  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Merchant  Marine  and  Fisheries 


A  BILL 

To  amend  the  Migratory  Bird  Hunting  Stamp  Act  of  March  16, 

1934,  as  amended 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Bepresenta- 

2  fives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  That  section  4  of  the  Migratory  Bird  Hunting  Stamp  Act 

4  of  March  16,  1934  (48  Stat.  451),  as  amended,  is  further 

5  amended  by  striking  out  subsection  (a)  thereof  and  insert- 

6  ing  in  lieu  thereof  the  following:  “(a)  Not  less  than  65 

7  per  centum  shall  he  available  for  the  location  and  ascertain- 

8  ment  and  acquisition  of  suitable  areas  for  migratory  bird 

9  sanctuaries  under  the  provisions  of  the  Migratory  Bird  Con- 

10  servation  Act,  to  he  expended  for  such  purposes  in  all  re- 

11  spects  as  moneys  appropriated  pursuant  to  the  provisions 
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of  such  Act:  Provided,  That  in  the  discretion  of  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  the  Interior  not  to  exceed  25  per  centum  at  any 
one  time,  of  any  area  acquired  in  accordance  with  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  the  Migratory  Bird  Conservation  Act,  may  be 
administered  primarily  as  a  wildlife  management  area  not 
subject  to  the  prohibitions  against  the  taking  of  birds,  or 
nests  or  the  eggs  thereof,  as  contained  in  section  715i  of 
this  title,  except  that  no  such  area  shall  be  open  to  the 
shooting  of  migratory  birds  when  the  population  of  such 
birds  frequenting  the  area  or  in  the  migrations  utilizing  such 
area  is  on  a  decline,  not  prior  to  July  1,  1952,  or  the  date 
upon  which  the  same  has  been  fully  developed  as  a  manage¬ 
ment  area,  refuge,  reservation,  or  breeding  ground,  which¬ 
ever  is  later. 

Sec.  2.  That  subsection  (b)  of  said  section  4  be  renum¬ 
bered  “(c)”,  and  a  new  subsection  “(b)”  be  inserted  to 
read  as  follows:  “(b)  not  more  than  20  per  centum  shall 
be  available  for  administration,  maintenance,  and  develop¬ 
ment  of  migratory  bird  sanctuaries  under  the  provisions  of 
the  Migratory  Bird  Conservation  Act  to  be  expended  for 
such  purposes  in  all  respects  as  moneys  appropriated  pur¬ 
suant  to  the  provisions  of  such  Act;  for  the  administration, 
maintenance,  and  development  of  other  refuges  under  the 
administration  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  frequented 
by  migratory  game  birds;  and  for  such  investigations  on  such 


3 


1  refuges  and  elsewhere  in  regard  to  migratory  waterfowl  as 

2  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  may  deem  essential  for  the 

3  highest  utilization  of  the  refuges  and  for  the  protection  and 

4  increase  of  these  birds.” 
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HOUSE 

SECOND  SUPPLEMENTAL/ APPROPRIATION  BILL.  Passed  with  araendmei^s  this  bill,  H.  R. 
10881.  pp.  2516/47 

Rejected  art  amendment  by  Rep.  Taber,  by  a  vote  of  26  to  90,  t\  provide  that 
no  part  of  ferns  appropriation  would  be  used  to  make  payments  unde:\the  acreage 
reserve  program  of  more  than  $16  per  acre.  p.  2517 

FARM  PROGRAM.  Rep.  Morano  defended  the  Secretary's  farm  policies,  stating  that 
"he  hits  gained  more  in  stature,  in  the  respest  of  his  fellow  citizens,  bV  his 
coui/geous  defense  of  the  policies  he  believes  best  for  the  Nation."  p.  2§16 
lep.  Andersen,  Minn.,  criticized  the  Secretary’s  farm  policies  and  the 
resident's  defense  of  the  Secretary,  and  stated  that  it  was  now  up  to  Congre\s 
''to  enact  its  own  farm  program,  pp.  2530-31 

PACKERS  AND  STOCKYARDS.  The  "Daily  Digest"  states  that  the  Rules  Committee 
"held  hearing  to  consider  granting  of  a  rule  on  H.  R.  9020,  to  amend  the 
Packers  and  Stockyards  Act,  Announced  that  further  action  will  be  postponed 


-  2  - 


until  the  Committee  on  Interstate  and  Foreign  Commerce  has  acted  on  H.  R. 
5282,  to  amend  the  anti-trust  laws  by  vesting  in  the  Federal  Trade  Commissiot 
jurisdiction  to  prevent  monopolistic  acts  or  practices  and  other  unlawful 
restraints  in  commerce  by  certain  persons  engaged  in  commerce  in  meat  and 
meat  products.  Witnesses  heard  on  the  rule  were  Representatives  Cooley tJ 
Pohge,  Hill,  Dixon,  and  Harris. "  p.  D147 


4.  EXPORT  \IMPORT  BANK.  The  Banking  and  Currency  Committee  ordered  repo 

H.  R.  10459,  to  increase  the  lending  authority  of  the  Export -Impor^  Bank  of 
Washington,  p.  D146 


5.  WILDLIFE.  The  Merchant  Marine  and  Fisheries  Committee  ordered  reported  H.  R. 
10679  and  H.  R.  10803,  to  authorize  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  to  utilize 
funds  available  under  the  Migratory  Bird  Hunting  Stamp  Act  to  acquire  by  lease, 
purchase,  or  exchange,  small  wetland  and  pothole  areas  to  be  designated  as 
’•Waterfowl  Production  Areas.'1  p.  D147 


6.  TREASURY-POST  OFFICE  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1959.  The  ^ropriations  Committee  was 
granted  permission  unti^.  midnight  Thurs.,  Feb.  27 ,  /.o  file  a  report  on  this 
bill.  p.  2516 


( 


7.  COMMITTEE  ASSIGNMENTS.  Rep.\Metcalf  resigned  f^om  the  Interior  and  Insular 
Affairs  Committee,  and  Rep.  Anderson,  Mont., /was  elected  to  the  Committee, 
p.  2516 


8.  FARM  LOANS.  Conferees  were  appointed  on/.  1002,  to  enable  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  to  extend  financial  assistance  to  desert-land  entrymen  to  the 
same  extent  as  such  assistance  is  available  to  homestead  entrymen.  Senate 
conferees  were  appointed  August  26,/i9S7.  p.  2547 


9.  POULTRY  AND  EGGS.  Rep.  Scudder  spoke  on  the  nutritive  value  of  eggs  in  the 
human  diet,  and  inserted  tables/on  production  and  per  capital  consumption  of 
poultry  and  eggs.  pp.  2549-5] 


10.  FOREIGN  TRADE.  The  Foreign /Affairs  Committee  submitted  a  report  pertaining  to 
a  special  study  mission  te)  the  Mediterranean  and  llear  East  (H.  Rept.  1407). 
p.  2567  /  Y 

Received  a  report ,  ^East-West  Trade  Developments\l956-1957,"  pursuant  to 
the  Mutual  Defense  Assistant  Control  Act.  p.  2567 


11.  ACP,  Received  a  Miss.  Legislature  memorial  urging  Congress  to  continue  ACP  in 
1959  on  the  same/basis  as  it  operated  in  1958.  p.  2568 


12.  LEGISLATIVE  PROGRAM.  Rep.  McCormack  accnounced  that  there  is  ho  further 

legislative /program  for  this  week  except  what  can  be  taken  up  unanimous 
consent,  p.  2547 


SENATE 


FOREIO'N  TRADE;  SURPLUS  COMMODITIES.  The  Agriculture  and  Forestry  Committee 
reported  with  amendments  S.  3039,  to  extend  Public  Law  480  (S.  Rept.  13r 
p/  2436 


14./6NION  FUTURES.  Sen.  Potter  urged  favorable  action  on  S.  778  or  S.  1514,  to 

eliminate  trading  in  onion  futures  in  organized  markets,  and  inserted  a  state* 

ment  by  the  President  of  the  National  Onion  Ass'n  urging  prohibition  of  such 
futures  trading,  pp.  2462-4 
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HOUSE. 

1.  CORN.  Passed  without  amendment  H.  R.  10843,  to  permit  so:bl  bank  payments  to 

certain  producers  who  exceed  their  corn  acreage  allotments^ pp.  2873-74 
Passed  ove/  at  the  request  of  Rep.  Ford,  H.  R.  10316,  td.  exclude  Ottawa 
Co.,  Mich.,  /from  the  commercial  corn-producing  area  during  1958.  He  stated 
that  he  understood  that  the  above  bill,  H.  R.  10843,  would  take  care  of  the 
problems /involved  in  this  bill.  pp.  2874-75 

2.  RICE;  FISHERIES.  Passed  with  amendments  S.  1552,  to  authorize  the  S^  etary  of 

the  lx iterior  to  establish  a  program  of  research  and  experimentation  develop 
metmods  for  the  commercial  production  of  fish  on  flooded  rice  acreag  in  ro- 
ition  with  rice  field  crops,  p.  2869 


3./FARM  PROGRAM.  Rep.  Beamer  condemned  the  controversy  over  farm  policies,  an< 
stated  that  "Agriculture  is  too  important  to  be  used  as  a  political  football 
p.  2877 


4  BUDGET.  Rep.  Taber  inserted  the  text  of  an  amendment  he  would  proposed  to  H.l 
8002,  to  provide  for  budgeting  on  an  accrued  expenditure  basis,  and  stated  that 
it  "effectively  responds  to  the  argument  of  the  proponents  of  H.  R.  8002  tt&tT 
Congress  does  not,  but  should,  directly  control  the  annual  rate  of  disbui 

ments."  p.  2876 


5.  WATER  UTILIZATION.  Passed  with  amendments  S.  1086,  to  grant  the  consent  of 
Congress  to  a  Bear  River  Compact,  pp.  2870-73  / 


6.  WILDLIFE.  The  Merchant  Marine  and  Fisheries  Committee  reported  without  amend¬ 
ment  H.  R.  10679  (H.  Rept.  1445)  and  H.  R.  10803  (II.  Rept.  1446)  ,  to  authorize 
the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  to  utilize  funds  available  under  the  Migratory 
Bird  Hunting  Stamp  Act  to  acquire  by  lease,  purchase,  or  exchange,  small 
wetland  and  pothole  areas  to  be  designated  as  "Waterfowl  Production  Areas." 

p.  2883 


7  ROADS.  Both  Houses^Veceived  from  the  Department  of  Commerce  a  progress  report, 
prepared  by  the  Federal  Highway  Administrator,  on  the  highway  cost  allocation 
study,  pursuant  to  theNHighway  Revenue  Act  of  1956r  (H.  Doc.  344).  pp.  2778, 

2883  \  / 

Received  from  the  Department  of  Treasury  a  report  on  the  financial  condi¬ 
tion  and  fiscal  operations  pf  the  highway  trust  fund  for  the  fiscal  year  1957, 
pursuant  to  the  Highway  Revenue  Act  of  1956/(H.  Doc.  345) .  p.  2883 


8.  FORESTRY.  A  subcommittee  of  theNInteri or/and  Insular  Affairs  Committee  ordered 
reported  to  the  full  committee  wrtdi  amendment  H,  R.  8250,  to  authorize  the 
establishment  of  the  Petrified  Foreat/National  Park  in  Ariz.  p.  D165 


9.  CITRUS  INDUSTRY.  Rep.  Herlong  discdss^i  the  growth  and  importance  of  the 
citrus  industry  in  Fla.  pp.  2880^82 


10.  FOREIGN  TRADE.  Reps.  Bailey  arna  Henderson  spoke  in  opposition  to  extension  of 
the  trade  agreements  progratjaf^  and  inserted  several  statements  on  the  matter. 

pp.  2879-80  /  \ 

Rep.  Whitener  inserted* 7 a  letter  he  had  received  opposing  extension  of  the 

trade  agreements  program,  pp.  2878-79 


11.  4-H  CLUBS.  Rep.  Natcher  commended  the  work  of  the  4\H  Clubs,  p.  2882 


12.  DAIRY  PRICE  SUPPORTS.  Received  a  Miss.  Legislature  menWial  favoring  the  re¬ 
tention  of  current  dairy  price  supports,  p.  2884 


13.  TREASURY- POST/OFFICE  APPROPRIATION  BILL.  In  reporting  this  N^ill  (see  Digest  31] 
the  committee  included  the  following  statement- in  its  reports 


"The  xfommittee  is  in  receipt  of  a  joint  report  of  the  Treasury,  Budget 
Bureau  and  the  General  Accounting  Office  on  the  subject  of  decentralizing 
large-scale  repetitive  payment  disbursing  operations.  Also  received  are 
\e  comments  on  this  report  of  the  agencies  most  directly  concerned. 
Simultaneously,  the  proposition  to  eliminate  the  check-writing  fun^ion 
through  the  use  of  direct  bank  credits  has  been  re-submitted  to  the  Com¬ 
mittee.  Under  the  circumstances,  the  Committee  hopes  to  separately  review 
the  various  reports  and  proposals,  submitting  its  suggestions  or  recom¬ 
mendations  later  in  this  session  of  Congress." 


85th  Congress  )  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES  (  Report 
2d  Session  j  \  No.  1446 

- -  -  ,  ,  .  .  .  -  ■  L 


AMENDING  THE  MIGRATORY  BIRD  HUNTING  STAMP 

ACT  OF  MARCH  16,  1934 


March  3,  1958. — Committed  to  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the 
State  of  the  Union  and  ordered  to  be  printed 


Mr.  Bonner,  from  the  Committee  on  Merchant  Marine  and  Fisheries, 

submitted  the  following 

J 

REPORT 

[To  accompany  H.  R.  10803] 

The  Committee  on  Merchant  Marine  and  Fisheries,  to  whom  was 
referred  the  bill  (H.  R.  10803)  to  amend  the  Migratory  Bird  Hunting 
Stamp  Act  of  March  16,  1934,  as  amended,  having  considered  the 
same,  report  favorably  thereon  without  amendment  and  recommend 
that  the  bill  do  pass. 

The  purpose  of  the  hill  is  to  assure  the  proper  development  of  the 
wildlife  refuge  acquisition  program  as  contemplated  in  the  Migratory 
Bird  Hunting  Stamp  Act  of  1934.  At  the  time  of  the  enactment  of 
the  original  act,  it  was  generally  believed  among  the  sportsmen  that 
by  far  the  greater  part  of  the  $1  originally  collected  would  be  used  for 
acquisition  of  additional  refuge  lands.  Again,  in  1949,  when  the 
price  of  the  stamp  was  increased  to  $2,  the  impression  was  generally 
held  that  the  primary  purpose  was  the  acquisition  of  the  fast  vanishing 
type  of  land  suitable  for  development  into  widlife  refuges.  Instead, 
during  the  last  5  years,  for  example,  out  of  over  $22.5  million  duck 
stamp  collections,  but  a  little  over  $3  million  have  been  used  for  the 
purpose  of  acquisition. 

While  there  is  no  question  of  the  authority  of  the  Department  of  the 
Interior  to  use  duck-stamp  money  for  other  purposes,  it  appears  that 
the  primary  purpose  of  the  stamp  has  been  lost  sight  of.  The  present 
bill  is  the  result  of  the  committee’s  hearings  on  a  number  of  bills 
designed  to  earmark  a  portion  of  the  fund  for  acquisition  purposes 
and  the  method  adopted  has  the  support  of  the  leading  sportsmen’s 
organizations.  The  purpose  is  accomplished  by  specifying  that  not 
less  than  65  percent  of  the  duck  stamp  proceeds  shall  be  used  for 
refuge  acquisition  and  not  more  than  20  percent  for  development 
and  maintenance  of  refuges.  The  result  would  be  to  make  available 
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substantially  more  money  for  acquisition  than  has  been  used  for  that 
purpose  during  the  past  years  and  would  bring  nearer  to  accomplish¬ 
ment  the  aim  of  providing  adequate  facilities  to  support  a  proper 
migratory  bird  population.  The  committee  is  seriously  concerned 
with  the  lag  in  the  acquisition  program  and  plans  to  maintain  a  close 
watch  on  the  progress  of  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  in  this  regard 
to  the  end  that,  if  this  bill  does  not  prove  effective,  further  measures 
may  be  considered  to  achieve  the  desired  result. 

The  Department  of  the  Interior  opposes  the  bill  while  admitting 
that  funds  are  badly  needed  for  more  refuges.  It  states: 

While  the  increased  funds  for  land  acquisition,  as  insured 
by  earmarking,  are  badly  needed  and  will  be  very  helpful  for 
preserving  essential  waterfowl  habitat,  it  should  be  pointed 
out  that  this  increase  will  not  be  sufficient  to  complete  the 
needed  acquisition  program  within  the  time  that  these 
water  areas  will  still  be  available. 

In  short,  the  bill  is  good  but  it  doesn’t  do  the  whole  job  that  needs 
to  be  done.  It  is  the  view  of  the  committee  that,  to  the  extent  that 
the  research  and  refuge  development  and  management  programs 
cannot  be  supported  out  of  the  20  percent  of  duck  stamp  money 
authorized  for  those  purposes  under  this  bill,  they  should  be  handled 
under  an  appropriation  in  accordance  with  the  original  concept  of 
the  duck  stamp  fund  use.  Since  it  does  not  appear  that  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  the  Interior  has  any  program  designed  to  acquire  refuge  areas 
before  it  is  too  late,  the  committee  strongly  supports  the  enactment 
of  this  bill  even  though  it  does  not  solve  the  entire  problem  of  pro¬ 
viding  for  the  future. 

The  provisions  of  this  bill  with  respect  to  earmarking  are  identical 
with  those  contained  in  H.  R.  8699,  and  the  report  of  the  Department 
of  the  Interior  on  that  bill  follows: 

Department  of  the  Interior, 

Office  of  the  Secretary, 
Washington,  D.  C.,  February  If,  1958. 

Hon.  Herbert  C.  Bonner, 

Chairman,  Committee  on  Merchant  Marine  and  Fisheries, 

House  of  Representatives,  Washington,  D.  C. 

Dear  Mr.  Bonner:  This  is  in  response  to  your  request  for  the 
Department’s  views  on  H.  R.  8471,  a  bill  to  amend  the  Migratory 
Bird  Hunting  Stamp  Act  of  March  16,  1934,  to  provide  for  the  reallo¬ 
cation  of  receipts  from  the  sale  of  migratory  bird  hunting  stamps, 
and  for  other  purposes,  and  H.  R.  8699,  a  bill  to  amend  the  Migratory 
Bird  Hunting  Stamp  Act  of  March  16,  1934,  as  amended. 

We  recommend  that  neither  H.  R.  8471  nor  H.  R.  8699  be  enacted. 

Generally,  these  bills  would  modify  the  existing  act  in  the  following 
ways:  (1)  not  less  than  65  percent  of  the  revenues  shall  be  available 
for  the  location,  ascertainment,  and  acquisition  of  inviolate  migratory 
bird  refuges,  (2)  not  more  than  15  percent  shall  be  available  for 
administration,  enforcement,  and  regulatory  investigations  in  con¬ 
nection  with  the  act  and  the  costs  of  printing  and  selling  the  duck 
stamps,  and  (3)  the  remainder  to  be  available  for  development  and 
maintenance  of  the  refuges. 
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Assuming  the  same  level  of  duck  stamp  revenues  as  is  presently 
received,  the  65  percent  provision  for  land  acquisition  would  mean 
earmarking  $2,925,000  for  this  purpose.  This  would  leave  a  total  of 
$1,575,000  available  for  refuge  development  and  maintenance,  enforce¬ 
ment,  regulatory  surveys,  research,  wetlands  preservation  investi¬ 
gations,  administration,  and  the  costs  of  printing  and  handling  the 
stamps  as  compared  with  $3,100,000  budgeted  for  these  programs 
in  the  fiscal  year  1958.  These  programs  are  essential  to  the  welfare 
of  migratory  birds  and  cannot  be  reduced  without  serious  adverse 
effect  on  the  proper  management  of  this  resource.  While  the  increased 
funds  for  land  acquisition,  as  insured  by  earmarking,  are  badly  needed 
and  will  be  very  helpful  for  preserving  essential  waterfowl  habitat, 
it  should  be  pointed  out  that  this  increase  will  not  be  sufficient  to 
complete  the  needed  acquisition  program  within  the  time  that  these 
water  areas  will  still  be  available. 

We  believe  the  authority  to  acquire  waterfowl  production  areas  by 
I  purchase,  lease,  or  exchange  is  a  desirable  provision.  Although  we 
now  have  authority  to  acquire  lands  and  waters  for  refuge  purposes, 
the  spelling  out  of  the  authority  for  the  small  marsh  or  pothole 
acquisition  is  desirable,  particularly  the  feature  that  exempts  such 
lands  from  being  considered  inviolate  refuges.  We  believe  the 
primary  value  of  these  areas  is  for  waterfowl  production  and  hunting 
could  be  permitted  without  any  objectionable  consequences. 

The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  has  advised  that  there  is  no  objection  to 
the  submission  of  this  report  to  your  committee. 

Sincerely  yours, 


Ross  Leffler, 

Assistant  Secretary  of  the  Interior. 


CHANGES  IN  EXISTING  LAW 


In  compliance  with  clause  3  of  rule  XIII  of  the  Rules  of  the  House 
of  Representatives,  changes  in  existing  law  made  by  the  bill,  as  intro¬ 
duced,  are  shown  as  follows  (existing  law  proposed  to  be  omitted  is 
enclosed  in  black  brackets,  new  matter  is  printed  in  italic,  existing 
law  in  which  no  change  is  proposed  is  shown  in  roman): 

Public — No.  124 — 73d  Congress 
(48  Stat.  451) 

^  ^  ^  ^ 

Sec.  4.  All  moneys  received  *  *  * 

[(a)  Not  less  than  85  per  centum  shall  be  available  for  the  location, 
ascertainment,  acquisition,  administration,  maintenance,  and  develop¬ 
ment  of  suitable  areas  for  inviolate  migratory-bird  sanctuaries,  under 
the  provisions  of  the  Migratory  Bird  Conservation  Act,  to  be  expended 
for  such  purposes  in  all  respects  as  moneys  appropriated  pursuant  to 
the  provisions  of  such  Act;  for  the  administration,  maintenance,  and 
development  of  other  refuges  under  the  administration  of  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Agriculture,  frequented  by  migratory  game  birds;  and  for  such 
investigations  on  such  refuges  and  elsewhere  in  regard  to  migratory 
waterfowl  as  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  may  deem  essential  for  the 
highest  utilization  of  the  refuges  and  for  the  protection  and  increase 
of  these  birds.] 


4  amending  migratory  bird  hunting  stamp  act 

(a)  Not  less  than  65  per  centum  shall  be  available  jor  the  location  and 
ascertainment  and  acquisition  of  suitable  areas  for  migratory  bird 
sanctuaries  under  the  provisions  of  the  Migratory  Bird  Conservation 
Act,  to  be  expended  for  such  purposes  in  all  respects  as  moneys  appro¬ 
priated  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  such  Act:  Provided,  That  in  the 
discretion  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  not  to  exceed  25  per  centum  at 
any  one  time,  of  any  area  acquired  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of 
the  Migratory  Bird  Conservation  Act,  may  be  administered  primarily  as 
a  wildlife  management  area  not  subject  to  the  prohibitions  against  the 
taking  of  birds,  or  nests  or  the  eggs  thereof,  as  contained  in  section  715i 
of  this  title,  except  that  no  such  area  shall  be  opened  to  the  shooting  of 
migratory  birds  when  the  population  of  such  birds  frequenting  the  area 
or  in  the  migrations  utilizing  such  area  is  on  a  decline,  not  prior  to 
July  1,  1952,  or  the  date  upon  which  the  same  has  been  fully  developed 
as  a  management  area,  refuge,  reservation,  or  breeding  ground,  which¬ 
ever  is  later. 

(b)  Not  more  than  20  per  centum  shall  be  available  for  administration, \ 
maintenance,  and  development  of  migratory  bird  sanctuaries  under  the 
provisions  of  the  Migratory  Bird  Conservation  Act  to  be  expended  for 
such  purposes  in  all  respects  as  moneys  appropriated  pursuant  to  the 
provisions  of  such  Act;  for  the  administration,  maintenance,  and  develop¬ 
ment  of  other  refuges  under  the  administration  of  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior  frequented  by  migratory  game  birds;  and  for  such  investigations 
on  such  refuges  and  elsewhere  in  regard  to  migratory  waterfowl  as  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior  may  deem  essential  for  the  highest  utilization  of 
the  refuges  and  for  the  protection  and  increase  of  these  birds. 

[(b)]  ( c )  The  remainder  shall  be  available  for  administrative 
expenses  under  this  Act  and  the  Migratory  Bird  Conservation  Act, 
including  *  *  * 
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Rill 0803 

[Report  No.  1446] 


IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

February  18, 1958 

Mr.  Boykin  introduced  the  following  bill;  which  was  referred  to  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Merchant  Marine  and  Fisheries 

March  3, 1958 

Committed  to  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the  Union 

and  ordered  to  be  printed 

A  BILL 

To  amend  the  Migratory  Bird  Hunting  Stamp  Act  of  March 

16,  1934,  as  amended. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled , 

3  That  section  4  of  the  Migratory  Bird  Hunting  Stamp  Act 

4  of  March  16,  1934  (48  Stat.  451),  as  amended,  is  further 

5  amended  by  striking  out  subsection  (a)  thereof  and  insert- 

6  ing  in  lieu  thereof  the  following:  “(a)  Not  less  than  65 

7  per  centum  shall  be  available  for  the  location  and  ascertain- 

8  ment  and  acquisition  of  suitable  areas  for  migratory  bird 

9  sanctuaries  under  the  provisions  of  the  Migratory  Bird 

10  Conservation  Act,  to  be  expended  for  such  purposes  in  all 

11  respects  as  moneys  appropriated  pursuant  to  the  provisions 
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of  such  Act:  Provided ,  That  in  the  discretion  of  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  the  Interior  not  to  exceed  25  per  centum  at  any 
one  time,  of  any  area  acquired  in  accordance  with  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  the  Migratory  Bird  Conservation  Act,  may  he 
administered  primarily  as  a  wildlife  management  area  not 
subject  to  the  prohibitions  against  the  taking  of  birds,  or 
nests  or  the  eggs  thereof,  as  contained  in  section  715i  of 
this  title,  except  that  no  such  area  shall  be  open  to  the 
shooting  of  migratory  birds  when  the  population  of  such 
birds  frequenting  the  area  or  in  the  migrations  utilizing  such 
area  is  on  a  decline,  not  prior  to  July  1,  1952,  or  the  date 
upon  which  the  same  has  been  fully  developed  as  a  manage¬ 
ment  area,  refuge,  reservation,  or  breeding  ground,  which¬ 
ever  is  later. 

Sec.  2.  That  subsection  (b)  of  said  section  4  he  renum¬ 
bered  “(c)”,  and  a  new  subsection  “(b)”  he  inserted  to 
read  as  follows:  “(h)  not  more  than  20  per  centum  shall 
be  available  for  administration,  maintenance,  and  develop¬ 
ment  of  migratory  bird  sanctuaries  under  the  provisions  of 
the  Migratory  Bird  Conservation  Act  to  be  expended  for 
such  purposes  in  all  respects  as  moneys  appropriated  pur¬ 
suant  to  the  provisions  of  such  Act;  for  the  administration, 
maintenance,  and  development  of  other  refuges  under  the 
administration  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  frequented 
by  migratory  game  birds ;  and  for  such  investigations  on  such 
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1  refuges  and  elsewhere  in  regard  to  migratory  waterfowl  as 

2  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  may  deem  essential  for  the 

3  highest  utilization  of  the  refuges  and  for  the  protection  and 

4  increase  of  these  birds.” 
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85th  Congress  )  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES  (  Report 
2d  Session  f  |  No.  1445 


AMENDING  THE  MIGRATORY  BIRD  HUNTING  STAMP 
ACT  OF  MARCH  16,  1934 


March  3,  1958. — Committed  to  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State 
of  the  Union  and  ordered  to  be  printed 


Mr.  Bonner,  from  the  Committee  on  Merchant  Marine  and  Fisheries, 

submitted  the  following 

REPORT 

[To  accompany  H.  R.  10679] 

The  Committee  on  Merchant  Marine  and  Fisheries,  to  whom  was 
referred  the  bill  (H.  R.  10679)  to  amend  the  Migratory  Bird  Hunting 
Stamp  Act  of  March  16,  1934,  as  amended,  having  considered  the 
same,  report  favorably  thereon  without  amendment  and  recommend 
that  the  bill  do  pass. 

The  purpose  of  the  bill  is  to  give  specific  authority  to  the  Secretary 
of  the  Interior  to  acquire  wet-land  areas  and  so-called  potholes  for 
the  production  of  wildfowl.  Recent  studies  have  emphasized  the 
importance  of  these  areas  in  the  production  of  migratory  birds  in  the 
Dakotas,  Minnesota,  Wisconsin,  and  neighboring  States.  The  indi¬ 
vidual  areas  are  small  and  admit  of  effective  use  without  the  imposi¬ 
tion  of  restrictions  required  in  refuges.  Ordinarily,  they  are  swampy 
or  wet  areas  on  farms,  and  the  acquisition  program  contemplates 
either  purchase  or  lease,  as  dictated  by  the  individual  situation.  The 
prohibition  against  hunting  applicable  to  refuges  was  omitted  because  > 
of  the  difficulty  of  enforcement  on  these  small  areas,  which  may  be 
as  little  as  a  few  acres,  and  because  current  knowledge  indicates  that 
hunting  on  them  does  not  adversely  affect  waterfowl  production. 

Present  developments  in  agriculture  indicate  that  the  practice  of 
draining  these  areas  so  as  to  put  them  into  crop  production  will 
continue  and  may,  possibly,  increase.  Since  it  is  now  known  that  a 
large  part  of  the  migratory-bird  population  that  breeds  in  the  United 
States  does  so  in  these  areas,  the  importance  of  their  preservation 
cannot  be  overemphasized.  The  committee  strongly  recommends  the 
enactment  of  this  legislation. 

Similar  authority  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  was  originally 
contained  in  H.  R.  8699,  but  was  stricken  out  in  favor  of  this  separate 


20006 


2  AMENDING  MIGRATORY  BIRD  HUNTING  STAMP  ACT 

bill.""  That  portion  of  the  report  of  the  Department  of  the  Interior 
bearing  on  this  subject  is  as  follows: 

We  believe  the  authority  to  acquire  “waterfowl  production 
areas”  by  purchase,  lease,  or  exchange  is  a  desirable  provision. 
Although  we  now  have  authority  to  acquire  lands  and  waters 
for  refuge  purposes,  the  spelling  out  of  the  authority  for  the 
small  marsh  or  pothole  acquisition  is  desirable,  particularly 
the  feature  that  exempts  such  lands  from  being  considered 
inviolate  refuges.  We  believe  the  primary  value  of  these 
areas  is  for  waterfowl  production,  and  hunting  could  be  per¬ 
mitted  without  any  objectionable  consequences. 

The  bill  makes  no  change  in  existing  law. 
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85th  CONGRESS 
2d  Session 


Union  Calendar  No.  564 

H.  R.  10679 

[Report  No.  1445] 


IN  THE  HOUSE  OE  REPRESENTATIVES 


February  13, 1958 

Mr.  Dingell  introduced  the  following  bill;  which  was  referred  to  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Merchant  Marine  and  Fisheries 

March  3, 1958 

V  \  v 

Committed  to  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the  Union 

and  ordered  to  be  printed 


A  BILL 

To  amend  the  Migratory  Bird  Hunting  Stamp  Act  of 
March  16,  1934,  as  amended. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  fives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled , 

3  That  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  is  authorized  to  utilize 

4  funds  available  under  section  4  of  the  Migratory  Bird  Hunt- 

5  ing  Stamp  Act  of  March  16,  1934  (48  Stat.  451),  as 

6  amended,  and  such  other  funds  as  may  be  appropriated,  to 

7  acquire  by  lease,  purchase,  or  exchange,  small  wetland 

8  and  pothole  areas  to  be  designated  as  “Waterfowl  Production 

9  Areas”.  Such  small  areas  shall  not  be  classified  as  “National 

10  Wildlife  Refuges”,  and  shall  not  be  subject  to  the  inviolate 

11  sanctuary  provisions  of  this  Act. 
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’RICE  SUPPORTS.  The  Agriculture  Committee  ordered  reported  with  amendment, 

J.  Res.  162,  to  prohibit  any  reduction  in  price  supports  or  acre  Lot- 

ments  for  any  commodity,  except  tobacco,  below  1957  levels  (p.  D22C  is 

understood  that  the  committee  agreed  to  an  amendment  limiting  the  n  to 

one  year.  Reps.  McCormack,  Albert,  and  Hal leek  discussed  the  date  Lling 

up  theNmeasure,  and  Rep.  McCormack  stated  that  it  could  be  consider  s 

week  (pjk  4052-3)  . 

”17.  WILDLtFK.  T-7  Passed  without  amendment  H.  R.  10679,  to  allow  the  Secre¬ 

tary  of  the  Interior  to  use  funds  available  under  the  Migratory  Bird  Hunting 
Stamp  Act  to  acquire  by  lease,  purchase,  or  exchange,  small  wetland  and  pot¬ 
hole  areas  to  be  designated  as  "Waterfowl  Production  Areas."  p.  4054 
By  unanimous  consent  recommitted  a  similar  bill,  H.  R.  10803,  to  the 
Merchant  Marine  and  Fisheries  Committee.  j>.  4054 


18.  FOREST  SERVICE.  The  Agriculture  Committee  reported X/ith  amendment  H.  R.  7953, 
to  facilitate  and  simplify  the  work  of  the  Forest/Ser*ice,  with  the  deletion 
of  Section  8,  which  woula^have  required  forest  road  and  trail  users  to  pay 
maintenance  costs  for  such\roads  (H.  Rept.  1503; .  p.  4083 
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19.  TOBACCO.  The  Agriculture  Commlsttee  reported/without  amendment  H.  R.  11058  to 
reduce  the  acreage  allotments  of  tobacco  farmers  who  harvest  more  than  one 
crop  of  tobacco  in  a  year  from  th^  same  -acreage  (H.  Rept.  1506).  p.  4083 

20.  MEATPACKERS.  The  Interstate  and  For&i/n  Commerce  Committee  reported  with 

amendment  H.  R.  11234,  to  vest  in  tbe\FTC  jurisdiction  over  meatpacker  trade 
practices  in  selling  other  produc^/  tha^  livestock  or  poultry  (H.  Rept.  1507) . 
p,  4083 

21.  CORN.  At  the  request  of  Rep.  Bbrd,  passed  oVer  H.  R.  10316,  to  exclude  Ottawa 

County,  Mich. ,  from  the  commercial  corn- producing  area  during  1958.  p.  4053 

22.  RECLAMATION.  The  Interior/and  Insular  Affairs  Committee  reported  with  amend¬ 

ment  S.  1031,  to  construct  and  maintain  four  unitV  of  the  Greater  Wenatchee 
project,  Wash.  (H.  Rep/  1504).  p.  4083 

23.  INFORMATION.  Strucl/from  the  Consent  Calendar,  at  .the  Vequest  of  Rep.  Byrnes, 
Wis. ,  H.  R.  2767, /to  restrict  the  authority  of  Federal  officers  and  agencies 
to  withhold  info/mation  and  limit  the  availability  of  records,  p.  4058 

24.  UNEMPLOYMENT.  /Several  Reps,  discussed  unemployment  and  the  economic  situation 

(pp.  4052,  4061-2,  4075-9,  4082).  Rep.  Christopher  contended  t;hat  the  source 
of  new  wealth  was  the  producer  of  raw  materials,  including  the  farmer,  and 
that  the /decline  in  farm  income  was  a  factor  in  promoting  recession 
(pp.  4(/6-7) 


25.  PERSONNEL;  SECURITY.  Rep,  Walter  inserted  correspondence  with  the  Lea 

Wooren  Voters  in  which  he  urged  the  adoption  of  S,  1411,  which  makes  all  Govern 
§nt  jobs  sensitive  insofar  as  security  is  concerned,  pp.  4059-60 


26 ./SMALL  BUSINESS  LOANS.  Rep.  Coffin  spoke  on  the  value  of  Small  Business  Admin 
istration  loans  in  granting  help  in  any  disaster  areas,  pp.  4062-3 


-  4  - 


|7.  TRADE  AGREEMENTS.  Rep.  Bailey  criticized  the  Commerce  Department  for  making 
surveys  of  Congressional  districts  to  determine  the  importance  of  imports  arid 
exports  to  the  economy  of  such  districts ,  and  asserted  that  the  estimates/of 
jobs  linked  to  exports  was  exaggerated,  pp.  4066-7 


29. 


34. 


TING.  Received  from  the  President  proposed  budget  amendments,  including 
$125^250,000  for  Civil  Functions  of  the  Defense  Department  and  $26^200,000 
for  the  Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  (H.  Doc.  354^/J  to  Ap¬ 
propriations  Committee,  p.  4083 


ITEMS  IN  APPENDIX 


RURAL  DEVELOPMENT.  Extension  of  remarks  of  Sen.  Potter  inserting  an  editorial, 
"Resource  Development  Aids  Farming,  Industry  in  MichiganVs  Upper  Peninsula," 
and  stating  that Vthis  article  reflects  the  clear  recognition  of  the  need  for 
a  broad  program  f<\  areas  that  need  increased  incomes/xor  farm  families." 
p,  A2425 


30.  DAIRY  PRODUCTS.  Sen.  P?tocmire  inserted  a  letter 
bank  which  states  that  businessmen  are  strongly, 
price  supports  for  dairy  commodities,  p.  A24S 


fom  the  president  of  a  Wisc.( 
jpposed  to  reduction  of  the 


31. 


FARM  PROGRAM.  Rep.  Coad  inserted  an  editorial,  "The  Farm  Subsidy  Myth,"  which 
states  that  "no  matter  how  manVtimes  it  disproved,  the  myth  persists  that 

farm  subsidies  are  costing  the  lotion  about  $5  billion  a  year."  p.  A2442 
Rep.  Alger  inserted  an  editorial  defending  the  Secretary's  proposal  for 
farm  policy,  pp.  A2442-3 

Extension  of  remarks  of  Rep.  Hies€tod  in  defense  of  the  Secretary  and 

Cabinet/raember  been  vilified  as  much  as  Ezra  Taft 


'Curtis,  Mdw,  inserting  excerpts  from  an 
iient  of  the  lb®?a  unit  of  the  Nat'l  Farm  Organ- 


stating  that  "rarely  has  a 
Benson,"  p.  A2469 

Extension  of  remarks  of  Rep, 
article  discussing  the  disban/ 
ization.  p.  A2474 

Rep.  Frelinghuysen  inserted  an  editorial,  "llzra's  Our  Hope."  p.  A2477 
Extension  of  remarks  at  Rep.  Gwinn  stating  tn^t  "in  my  judgment,  there  is 
no  farm  problem  --  therp  is  the  problem  of  Government  and  what  it  has  done  to1 


le  Farmer  Free. :  pp. 


the  farmer,"  and  inserting  an  editorial,  "Let's 
A2486-7 

Extension  of  remarks  of  Rep.  Curtis,  Mo.,  in  support  of  the  administra¬ 
tion’s  farm  program  and  inserting  data,  "Nineteen  Hundred  and  Fifty-eight 
Farm  Facts. «  pn<  A2487-9 


32.  TEXTILES.  Ren<  Mclntire  inserted  William  F.  Sullivan's,  secretary  of  the 
Northern  Textile  Ass'n,  statement  outlining  the  economic  problems  of  the 
cotton  tejfcile  industry,  pp.  A2445-6 


33.  WOOL.  S4n.  Dworshak  inserted  an  article  describing  the  important  contribution 
to  thf(  economy  of  Idaho  made  by  the  sheep  industry,  pp.  A2455-6 


BILLS  INTRODUCED 


JRPLUS  FOOD.  S.  3501,  by  Sen.  Proxmire,  to  authorize  the  Secretary  of  Agri^ 
culture  to  expend  funds  appropriated  for  the  diversion  of  surplus  farm  com¬ 
modities  to  provide  balanced  diets  in  schools  and  institutions  and  for  needy 
families;  to  Agriculture  and  Forestry  Committee.  Remarks  of  author,  p.  4001 


85th  CONGRESS 
2d  Session- 


H.  R.  10803 


IN'  THE  HOUSE  OE  REPRESENTATIVES 

February  18, 1958 

Mr.  Boykin  introduced  the  following  bill ;  which  was  referred  to  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Merchant  Marine  and  Fisheries 

March  3, 1958 

Committed  to  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the  Union 

and  ordered  to  be  printed 

March  17, 1958 

Recommitted  to  the  Committee  on  Merchant  Marine  and  Fisheries 


A  BILL 

To  amend  the  Migratory  Bird  Hunting  Stamp  Act  of  March 

16,  1934,  as  amended. 

]  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Bepresenta- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  That  section  4  of  the  Migratory  Bird  Hunting  Stamp  Act 

4  of  March  16,  1934  (48  Stat.  451),  as  amended,  is  further 

5  amended  by  striking  out  subsection  (a)  thereof  and  insert- 
5  ing  in  lieu  thereof  the  following:  “(a)  Not  less  than  65 
7  per  centum  shall  be  available  for  the  location  and  ascertain- 
g  ment  and  acquisition  of  suitable  areas  for  migratory  bird 
9  sanctuaries  under  the  provisions  of  the  Migratory  Bird 

10  Conservation  Act,  to  be  expended  for  such  purposes  in  all 

11  respects  as  moneys  appropriated  pursuant  to  the  provisions 


I 


2 


1  of  such  Act:  Provided,  That  in  the  discretion  of  the  Sec-re- 

2  tary  of  the  Interior  not  to  exceed  25  per  centum  at  any 

3  one  time,  of  any  area  acquired  in  accordance  with  the  pro- 

4  visions  of  the  Migratory  Bird  Conservation  Act,  may  be 

5  administered  primarily  as  a  wildlife  management  area  not 

6  subject  to  the  prohibitions  against  the  taking  of  birds,  or 

7  nests  or  the  eggs  thereof,  as  contained  in  section  715i  of 

8  this  title,  except  that  no  such  area  shall  be  open  to  the 

9  shooting  of  migratory  birds  when  the  population  of  such 

10  birds  frequenting  the  area  or  in  the  migrations  utilizing  such 

11  area  is  on  a  decline,  not  prior  to  July  1,  1952,  or  the  date 

12  upon  which  the  same  has  been  fully  developed  as  a  manage- 

13  ment  area,  refuge,  reservation,  or  breeding  ground,  which- 

14  ever  is  later.” 

15  Sec.  2.  That  subsection  (b)  of  said  section  4  be  renum- 

16  bered  “(c)”,  and  a  new  subsection  “(b)”  be  inserted  to 
II  read  as  follows:  “(b)  not  more  than  20  per  centum  shall 
16  be  available  for  administration,  maintenance,  and  develop- 

19  ment  of  migratory  bird  sanctuaries  under  the  provisions  of 

20  the  Migratory  Bird  Conservation  Act  to  be  expended  for 

21  such  purposes  in  all  respects  as  moneys  appropriated  pur- 

22  suant  to  the  provisions  of  such  Act;  for  the  administration, 
26  maintenance,  and  development  of  other  refuges  under  the 

24  administration  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  frequented 

25  by  migratory  game  birds ;  and  for  such  investigations  on  such 


3 

1  refuges  and  elsewhere  in  regard  to  migratory  waterfowl  as 

2  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  may  deem  essential  for  the 

3  highest  utilization  of  the  refuges  and  for  the  protection  and 


4  increase  of  these  birds.” 
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plated  by  the  majority  leader  in  order 
it  we  may  know  what  to  expect, 
r.  ALBERT.  My  request  is  to  have 
until  midnight  tonight  to  file  a  report  on 
the  bi 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  Well,  of  course,  I 
have  to  i»ck  this  up  in  the  air.  Is  this 
the  agricuVtural  bill  that  passed  the  Sen¬ 
ate,  or  a  biNalong  that  line  which  passed 
the  Senate  tneother  day? 

Mr.  ALBERT.  The  gentleman  is  cor¬ 
rect.  It  is  the  Senate  bill. 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  I  am  unable  to 
answer  the  questioramow.  I  do  not  pro¬ 
gram  a  bill  without\xploring  it,  and  I 
am  unable  to  answerSdefinitely  except 
to  say  that,  if  the  chairrnan  of  the  com¬ 
mittee  wants  it  brought  up  this  week,  if 
a  rule  is  obtained  I  shall  ck?  everything 
possible  to  cooperate.  That  iq  about  the 
only  answer  I  can  give  now  because  no 
one  has  discussed  it  with  me  ass  yet. 

Mr.  HALLECK.  Of  course,  this  is  a 
very  important  measure.  As  I  under¬ 
stand,  the  measure  that  comes  from\he 
Senate  is  not  a  freeze  on  agricultural 
support  prices  for  1958  but  is  permanent 
legislation.  It  involves  many  other  areas, 
and,  certainly,  if  the  bill  should  be 
reported  by  the  committee  in  that  form, 
then  there  should  be  some  adequate  no¬ 
tice  to  the  membership  before  it  is  called 
to  the  floor  for  action;  because,  as  I  say, 
it  is  a  matter  of  extreme  importance 
and  consequence. 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  Nobody  has  dis¬ 
cussed  it  with  me  as  yet,  except,  if  the 
bill  is  reported  out  today,  as  I  hear  it 
is  likely  to  be,  then  action  could  be 
taken.  Has  it  been  reported? 

Mr.  ALBERT.  No;  it  has  not  been  re¬ 
ported. 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  If  I  was  requested 
and  it  could  be  brought  up  this  week,  I 
would  cooperate  as  far  as  possible. 

Mr.  HALLECK.  Of  course,  we  have  all 
know  that  this  measure  is  here,  and  the 
request  for  leave  to  file  the  report  by 
midnight  tonight  would  indicate  that 
action  is  contemplated  in  the  committee 
today,  and  certainly  that  would  indicate 
some  possibility,  if  not  probability,  that 
the  measure  would  be  called  on  the  floor 
very  shortly.  So,  I  understand  the  ma^ 
jority  leader’s  position,  and  he  has  to> 
us  just  about  everything  that  he  can/as 
of  this  time,  and  my  inquiry  was  noc  in¬ 
tended  or  calculated  to  delay  considera¬ 
tion  at  all. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Mr.  Speaker  .Reserving 
the  right  to  object,  may  I  suggest  to  my 
good  friend  from  Oklahoma/that  he  de¬ 
fer  his  request  until  later  am  today? 

Mr.  ALBERT.  I  withdraw  my  request, 
Mr.  Speaker. 


COMMITTEE  ON/INTERSTATE  AND 
FOREIGN  COMMERCE 

Mr.  ALBERT.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unimous  consent  that  the  subcommittee 
of  the  Comouttee  on  Interstate  and  For¬ 
eign  Commerce  may  sit  today  during 
general  ^rebate . 

The  f^PEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Okla- 
hox^a? 

lere  was  no  objection. 


CONSENT  CALENDER 

The  SPEAKER.  This  is  Consent  Cal¬ 
endar  Day.  The  Clerk  will  call  the  first 
bill  on  the  calendar. 

BENEFITS  TO  WIDOWS  OF  EM¬ 
PLOYEES  OF  LIGHTHOUSE  SERV¬ 
ICE 

The  Clerk  called  the  bill  (S.  235)  to 
increase  from  $50  to  $75  per  month  the 
amount  of  benefits  payable  to  widows 
Of  certain  former  employees  of  the 
Lighthouse  Service. 

Mr.  FORD.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  unan¬ 
imous  consent  that  this  bill  may  be 
passed  over  without  prejudice. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Michi¬ 
gan? 

There  was  no  objection. 


DISPOSAL  OF  CERTAIN  UNCOM¬ 
PLETED  NAVAL  VESSELS 

The  Clerk  called  the  bill  (H.  R.  8547V 
to  authorize  the  disposal  of  certain  un¬ 
completed  vessels, 

[r.  VINSON.  Mr.  Speaker,  ^ask 
unanimous  consent,  in  view  of  the  fact 
that's  rule  has  been  granted  on  H.  R. 
8547,  u^at  it  be  stricken  from  pfte  calen¬ 
dar. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  ther  subject  ion  to 
the  requesvqf  the  gentleman  from  Geor¬ 
gia? 

There  was  n\objectic 

BENEFITS  TO  WlDOWS  OF  EM¬ 
PLOYEES  OF/MCkHTHOUSE  SERV¬ 
ICE 

Mr.  BONNER.  Mr.  Sjpeaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  Consent  that  Sv  235,  the  first 
bill  on  the/calendar,  be  strioken.  It  will 
be  brougrn  up  under  suspen^on  of  the 
rules. 

Thy'SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the /request  of  the  gentleman\from 
North  Carolina? 

'There  was  no  objection. 


REMOVE  OTTAWA  COUNTY,  MICH., 
FROM  CORN  AREA 

The  Clerk  called  the  bill  (H.  R.  10316) 
to  exclude  Ottawa  County,  Mich.,  from 
the  commercial  com-producing  area 
during  1958. 

Mr.  FORD.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  unani¬ 
mous  consent  that  this  bill  may  be 
passed  over  without  prejudice. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Michigan? 

There  was  no  objection. 


CONVEYANCE  OF  TITLE  TO  CER¬ 
TAIN  LANDS  IN  ALASKA 

The  Clerk  called  the  bill  (S.  2042)  to 
authorize  the  conveyance  of  a  fee-simple 
title  to  certain  lands  in  the  Territory  of 
Alaska  underlying  war-housing  project 
Alaska-50083,  and  for  other  purposes. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Clerk 
read  the  bill,  as  follows ; 


Be  it  enacted,  etc.,  That  the  Housing  afnd 
Home  Finance  Administrator  is  hereby'  au¬ 
thorized  to  convey,  pursuant  to  the  te/ms  of 
the  act  entitled  “An  act  to  expedite  the 
provision  of  housing  in  connectiom%ith  na¬ 
tional  defense,  and  for  other  purposes, ”  ap¬ 
proved  October  14,  1940,  as  amended,  and 
notwithstanding  any  limitations  or  require¬ 
ments  of  section  2  of  the  actyof  May  14.  1898 
(30  Stat.  409;  48  U.  S.  cJaU)  or  of  any 
other  law  with  respect  to  Jtae  use  or  disposi¬ 
tion  of  lands  of  the  United  States  in  Alaska, 
a  fee  simple  title  to  tlfe  lands  or  any  part 
thereof  underlying  war-housing  project 
Alaska-50083  locatecf  in  Juneau,  Alaska,  to¬ 
gether  with  suijft.  easements  in,  over, 
through,  or  upon' the  adjacent  tidal  flats  as 
may  be  necessary  to  continue  the  existing 
main  sewer  line  to  deep  water. 

The  bilLwas  ordered  to  be  read  a  third 
time,  was  read  the  third  time,  and 
passedy&nd  a  motion  to  reconsider  was 
laid  on  the  table. 


TRANSFER  OF  FUNDS  TO  HAWAIIAN 
HOME  DEVELOPMENT  FUND 

The  Clerk  called  the  bill  (H.  R.  7149) 
to  provide  for  the  periodic  transfer  to 
the  Hawaiian  home-development  fund  of 
certain  excess  funds  in  the  Hawaiian 
Home  Administration  account. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Clerk 
read  the  bill,  as  follows: 

Be  it  enacted,  etc.,  That  paragraph  (3)  of 
subsection  (f)  of  section  213  of  the  Hawaiian 
Homes  Commission  Act,  1920,  as  amended 
(48  U.  S.  C.  707) ,  is  amended  by  striking  out 
“general  fund  of  the  treasury  of  the  Ter¬ 
ritory,”  and  inserting  In  lieu  thereof  “Ha¬ 
waiian  home-development  fund.” 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  engrossed 
and  read  a  third  time,  was  read  the  third 
time,  and  passed,  and  a  motion  to  recon¬ 
sider  was  laid  on  the  table. 


NAVIGATION  RULES  FOR  THE 
GREAT  LAKES 

The  Clerk  called  the  bill  (H.  R.  7226) 
to  clarify  the  application  of  navigation 
rules  for  the  Great  Lakes  and  their  con¬ 
necting  and  tributary  waters,  and  for 
other  purposes. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Clerk 
vread  the  bill,  as  follows : 

Be  it  enacted,  etc..  That  section  1  of  the  act 
orVFebruary  8,  1895,  entitled  “An  act  to 
regulate  navigation  on  the  Great  Lakes  and 
theiiNconnecting  and  tributary  waters”  (ch, 
64,  28  Stat.  645;  33  U.  S.  C.  241),  Is  amended 
by  deleting  the  first  sentence  and  substitut¬ 
ing  the  following:  “The  following  rules  for 
preventing  collisions  shall  be  followed  in  the 
navigation  orSall  public  and  private  vessels  of 
the  United  Stages  upon  the  Great  Lakes  and 
their  connectingsand  tributary  waters  as  far 
east  as  Montreal  and  in  the  navigation  of  all 
other  vessels  upoik  such  lakes  and  waters 
while  within  the  territorial  waters  of  the 
United  States. 

Sec.  2.  Section  2  of  tike  act  of  February  8, 
1895  (ch.  64,  28  Stat.  649;\S3  U.  S.  C.  244) ,  is 
amended  to  read  as  follows^ 

"(a)  Every  licensed  or  unlicensed  pilot,  en¬ 
gineer,  mate,  or  master  of  anjKyessel  subject 
to  section  1  of  this  act  who  neglects  or  refuses 
to  observe  the  provisions  of  this\act  or  the 
regulations  established  pursuant  hereto  shall 
be  liable  to  a  penalty  not  exceeding'  $ 500. 

“(b)  Every  private  vessel  subject  to  section 
1  of  this  act  that  shall  be  navigated  without 
complying  with  the  provisions  of  this  acY  or 


054 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  HOUSE 


March  17 


thV  regulations  established  pursuant  hereto 
shalt.be  liable  to  a  penalty  of  $500,  for  which 
sum  such  vessel  may  be  seized  and  proceeded 
againstSby  way  of  libel  in  any  district  court 
of  +he  United  States  of  any  district  within 
which  suck  vessel  may  be  found.” 

Sec.  3.  Sections  4412  and  4413  of  the  Re¬ 
vised  Statutes  of  the  United  States,  as 
amended  (46  XT'.  S.  C.  381)  are  hereby  repealed. 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  engrossed 
and  read  a  thir$  time,  was  read  the 
third  time,  and  passed,  and  a  motion  to 
reconsider  was  laid  to  the  table. 


CONVEYANCE  OF  PROPERTY  TO  THE 
VIRGIN  ISLANDS 

The  Clerk  called  the  billtH.  R.  9410) 
to  authorize  and  direct  the  transfer  and 
conveyance  of  certain  propferty  in  the 
Virgin  Islands  to  the  government  of  the 
Virgin  Islands. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Cjerk 
read  the  bill,  as  follows: 

Be  it  enacted,  etc..  That  the  Virgin  Islani 
Corporation  is  authorized  and  directed  to' 
transfer  and  convey  to  the  government  of 
the  Virgin  Islands  upon  request  of  the  Gov¬ 
ernor  of  the  Virgin  Islands,  without  cost,  the 
following-described  property: 

(a)  A  tract  comprising  5  acres,  more  or  less, 
of  parcel  No.  3,  Estate  Upper  Bethlehem, 
Kingshill,  Saint  Croix,  now  in  use  by  the 
government  of  the  Virgin  Islands  for  educa¬ 
tional  purposes;  and 

(b)  A  tract  comprising  12.44  acres,  more  or 
less,  of  Bluebeard’s  Castle  Estate,  Saint 
Thomas,  Virgin  Islands,  now  in  use  by  the 
government  of  the  Virgin  Islands  as  a  catch¬ 
ment  area. 

Sec.  2.  Upon  the  transfer  and  conveyance 
of  such  property  by  the  Virgin  Islands  Cor¬ 
poration  to  the  government  of  the  Virgin 
Islands,  the  interest-bearing  Investment  of 
the  United  States  in  the  Corporation  shall 
be  reduced  by  the  appraised  value  of  such 
tracts. 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  engrossed 
and  read  a  third  time,  was  read  the 
third  time,  and  passed,  and  a  motion  to 
reconsider  was  laid  on  the  table. 


AMENDING  MIGRATORY  BIRD 

HUNTING  STAMP  ACT  OF  MARCH 

16,  1934  * 

The  Clerk  called  the  bill  (H.  R.  10679) 
to  amend  the  Migratory  Bird  Hunting 
Stamp  Act  of  March  16,  1934,  as 
amended. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Clerk 
read  the  bill,  as  follows: 

Be  it  enacted,  etc..  That  the  Secretary  of 
the  Interior  is  authorized  to  utilize  funds 
available  under  seotion  4  of  the  Migratory 
Bird  Hunting  Stamp  Act  of  March  16,  1934 
(48  Stat.  451),  as  amended,  and  such  other 
funds  as  may  be  appropriated,  to  acquire  by 
lease,  purchase,  or  exchange,  small  wetland 
and  pothole  areas  to  be  designated  as 
“Waterfowl  Production  Areas.”  Such  small 
areas  shall  not  be  classified  as  “National 
Wildlife  Refuges,”  and  shall  not  be  subject 
to  the  inviolate  sanctuary  provisions  of  this 
act. 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  engrossed 
and  read  a  third  time,  was  read  the  third 
time,  and  passed,  and  a  motion  to  recon¬ 
sider  was  laid  on  the  table. 


AMENDING  THE  MIGRATORY  BIRD 
HUNTING  STAMP  ACT  OF  MARCH 
16,  1934 

The  Clerk  called  the  bill  (H.  R.  10803) 
to  amend  the  Migratory  Bird  Hunting 
Stamp  Act  of  March  16,  1934,  as 
amended. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  present  consideration  of  the  bill? 

Mr.  BONNER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  bill  (H.  R. 
10803)  be  recommitted  to  the  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Merchant  Marine  and  Fisheries. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  North 
Carolina? 

There  was  no  objection. 

'  PROTECTING  THE  ALASKAN  FISH¬ 
ERIES 

The  Clerk  called  the  resolution  (H. 
Res.  451)  requesting  the  Secretary  of 
the  Interior  and  all  departments  of 
\ Government  to  protect  Alaska-spawned 
salmon. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Cler] 
read  the  resolution,  as  follows: 

Whereas  the  salmon  fisheries  of  the  Terri¬ 
tory  oK  Alaska  are  a  valuable  natui^  re¬ 
source  capable  of  producing  several  hundred 
million  pqunds  of  rich  protein  J&od  an¬ 
nually;  anc 

Whereas  tWs  resource  provides  employ¬ 
ment  for  thousands  of  United ^States  fisher¬ 
men  and  shorekde  employe^;  and 

Whereas  the  resource  provides  incomes  for 
such  fishermen  totaling  mure  than  $50  mil¬ 
lion  annually,  and  TprouRles  additional  in¬ 
comes  for  other  empiowpes;  and 

Whereas  the  Alask^rklmon  is  spawned  in 
Alaska  streams,  anc^eturns  to  those  streams 
at  the  end  of  its  Jpe  cyclftyfor  reproduction 
purposes;  and 

Whereas  the  $6ngress  of  thk  United  States 
has  heretoforsp  recognized  the\alue  of  said 
fisheries  an  dirt  he  necessity  for  protecting  it, 
and  has  enacted  laws  regulating  thfe  taking  of 
salmon  by  citizens  of  the  United  States;  and 
Whereas,  in  order  to  further  protect  and 
consenye  said  fishery  resource,  the  Suited 
Statag  Government  has  entered  a  treatyyhth 
thap  Governments  of  Japan  and  Canada 
hereby  it  is  understood  that  citizens 
apan  will  abstain  from  taking  salmoriS 
spawned  in  Alaskan  waters;  and. 

Whereas,  notwithstanding  such  treaty, 
citizens  of  Japan  have  been  taking  millions 
of  Alaska  spawned  salmon  annually  in  re¬ 
cent  years  from  international  waters  where 
such  salmon  grow  to  maturity;  and 

Whereas  citizens  of  the  United  States  are 
prohibited  from  taking  such  salmon  in  such 
international  waters;  and 
Whereas  such  taking  of  Alaska  salmon  by¬ 
citizens  of  Japan  will  destroy  the  valuable 
Alaska  salmon  resource  if  permitted  to  con¬ 
tinue,  and  will  deprive  citizens  of  the  United 
States  of  an  important  protein  food  re¬ 
source,  employment,  and  income :  Now, 
therefore,  be  it 

Resolved,  That  the  Secretary  of  Interior 
and  all  departments  of  Government  imme¬ 
diately  take  such  steps  as  are  necessary  to 
protect  the  salmon  fisheries  of  the  Territory 
of  Alaska. 

With  the  following  committee  amend¬ 
ment: 

On  page  2,  strike  lines  marked  “1,  2,  3,  and 
4”,  and  in  lieu  thereof  insert  the  following: 


" Resolved ,  That  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior . 
is  instructed  to  urge  all  departments  of  Gov/ 
ernment  affected  to  immediately  take  st 
steps  as  are  necessary  to  protect  the  sabpon 
fisheries  of  the  Territory  of  Alaska.” 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  Mr.  Spacer,  I 
move  to  strike  out  the  last  wor 

(Mr.  McCORMACK  askey  and  was 
given  permission  to  speak  out  of  order, 
to  revise  and  extend  hisyfemarks,  and 
to  include  an  editorial.) 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  jfyx.  Speaker,  it  is 
well  that  we  pause  touay  on  the  birth¬ 
day  anniversary  or  St.  Patrick,  the 
patron  saint  of  Ireland,  to-  honor  his 
memory  and,  in  our  recollections,  to  gain 
inspiration  from  the  life  and  the  faith 
of  this  notable  saint. 

It  is  unnecessary  to  go  into  detail  on 
the  life  of  St.  Patrick,  for  his  life  of 
deep  faith  is  known  to  all.  For,  with¬ 
out  regard  to'  creed,  race,  or  color, 
St.  Patrick  and  his  memory  are  esteemed 
anc^Ceeply  respected. 

iroughout  the  generations  the  influ- 
Sce  of  St.  Patrick  has  been  tremendous 
in  the  minds  of  those  of  Irish  blood,  and 
also  to  countless  of  millions  of  those  of 
non-Irish  blood. 

From  the  little  island  of  Ireland 
throughout  the  centuries  have  gone  her 
.sons  and  daughters  to  all  corners  of  the 
world. 

While  the  population  of  Ireland  is 
small  in  relation  to  that  of  other  coun¬ 
tries,  the  descendants  are  numerous 
throughout  the  world.  Their  influence 
is  also  far  reaching;  this  is  particularly 
so  in  our  own  beloved  country. 

The  constructive  influence  of  St.  Pat¬ 
rick  has  grown  from  generation  to  gen¬ 
eration,  and  will  continue  to  grow. 

His  deep  faith,  his  missionary  spirit, 
his  wonderful  life  in  the  service  of  God 
and  of  mankind  have  left  for  all  time 
their  indelible  imprint  upon  those  of 
non-Irish  blood,  as  well  as  those  of  Irish 
blood,  and  upon  all  persons  of  religious 
mind,  whether  Catholic,  Protestant,  or 
Jew. 

By  pausing  today  to  honor  this  great 
man  and  notable  saint,  and  to  reflect 
upon  his  life  and  its  meaning  and  sig- 
lificance,  in  terms  of  our  own  lives,  we 
re  better  persons  for  doing  so.  For 
Sft.  Patrick’s  life  is  an  inspiration  for 
all  persons  to  follow. 

MrSSpeaker,  I  insert  as  part  of  my  re- 
marksNflie  following  editorial  from  the 
New  York  Times  of  Monday,  March  17, 
1958: 

Everybody’s  Saint 

One  doesn’t'have  to  be  Irish  in  order  to 
have  an  affectiorkfor  St.  Patrick — St.  Patrick 
wasn’t  Irish,  eitSer.  not  by  birth.  This 
doesn’t  prevent  St.  ^Patrick’s  Day  from  being 
the  festival  of  a  partnmlar  faith  and  an  espe¬ 
cial  nation,  but  it  dock  make  it  possible  for 
those  among  us  who  Naever  walked  down 
O’Connell  Street  or  kisseovthe  Blarney  Stone 
or  rode  in  a  Jaunting  car  artond  the  Lakes  of 
Killarney  to  be  glad  when '^lis  saint’s  day 
rolls  around. 

St.  Patrick’s  Day  doesn’t  comXin  what  the 
calendar  says  is  spring,  and  that  fkfair  warn¬ 
ing.  However,  there  is  a  kind  \sf  spring 
thought  in  it.  Its  green  is  for  Ireland,  which 
is  indeed  a  fair,  green  land,  but  it  is  ajso  be- 
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IN  THE  SENATE  OE  THE  UNITED  STATES 

March  18  (legislative  day,  March  17) ,  1958 
Read  twice  and  referred  to  the  Committee  on  Interstate  and  Foreign  Commerce 


AN  ACT 

To  amend  the  Migratory  Bird  Hunting  Stamp  Act  of 
March  16,  1934,  as  amended. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Bepresenta- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  That  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  is  authorized  to  utilize 

4  funds  available  under  section  4  of  the  Migratory  Bird  Hunt- 

5  ing  Stamp  Act  of  March  16,  1934  (48  Stat.  451),  as 

6  amended,  and  such  other  funds  as  may  be  appropriated,  to 

7  acquire  by  lease,  purchase,  or  exchange,  small  wetland 

8  and  pothole  areas  to  be  designated  as  “Waterfowl  Production 

9  Areas”.  Such  small  areas  shall  not  be  classified  as  “National 

10  Wildlife  Refuges”,  and  shall  not  be  subject  to  the  inviolate 

11  sanctuary  provisions  of  this  Act. 

Passed  the  House  of  Representatives  March  17,  1958. 

Attest:  RALPH  R.  ROBERTS, 

Clerk. 
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By  Sen.  Hruska,  by  a  vote  of  47  to  38,  to  modify  sec.  11  of  the  bill  per¬ 
taining  to  the  reimbursement  for  cost  of  relocating  utility  facilities  in 
the  construction  of  Federal-aid  highways  so  as  to  provide  that  Federal  fun'ds 
may  be  used  to  reimburse  States  for  90%  of  the  costs  involved  in  relocating 
utility  facilities  provided  the  States  submit  satisfactory  evidence  thyr  it 
\as  paid  such  costs  from  its  own  funds,  pp.  4893-4904 

9.  FAEM\PROGRAM.  Sens.  Johnson,  Humphrey,  and  Proxmire  urged  the  President  to 
sign\:he  resolution  freezing  price  supports  and  acreage  allotments  at  1957 
levels\  Sen.  Johnson  inserted  numerous  telegrams  to  the  President  urging  him 
to  do  s<k  and  Sen.  Humphrey  inserted  his  letter  to  the  President  urging  him 
to  sign  tbs  measure,  pp.  4812-14,  4837-38 

10.  WILDLIFE,  The  Interstate  and  Foreign  Commerce  Committee  reported  with  amend¬ 
ment  S.  2617,  to  authorize  the  purchase  of  wetlands  and  small  areas  for  mi¬ 
gratory  bird  sanctuaries  (S,  Rept.  1426).  p.  4816 


11.  FOREIGN  TRADE.  TheNianking  and  Currency  Committee  reported  without  amendment 

S.  3093  to  extend  fok  an  additional  two  years  the/Export  Control  Act, 
p.  4816 

12.  ELECTRIFICATION.  Sen.  Wil\y  inserted  resolutions  of  the  Wise.  Electric  Co¬ 

operative,  urging  no  increase  in  interest  rates  on  REA  loans  and  that  the 
REA  Administrator  "be  given  lull  authority  to  approve  loans."  He  also  in¬ 
serted  his  speech  to  the  annual  meeting /ui  which  he  commended  the  REA  program, 
opposed  any  increase  in  interest  rates/ror  REA  loans,  and  opposed  efforts  to 
have  REA  coops  borrow  from  private  sources,  pp.  4824-7 

Sen.  Langer  inserted  a  resolution/  of  the  Land  O' Lakes  Creameries  opposing 
REA  interest  rates  increases  and  efforts  to  limit  the  REA  Administrator’s  loan 
approval  authority,  and  a  staten/nt  from  the  Nat’l  Rural  Electric  Cooperative 
Ass'n  commending  the  Federal  court  decision  that  "propaganda  advertising"  by 
electric  light  and  power  companies  was  nO£  tax-deductible  business  expense, 
p.  4909. 

13.  MEATPACKERS,  Sen.  Thye  inserted  14  communications  he  had  received  on  S,  1356 

to  transfer  certain  furytions  under  the  Packers\ and  Stockyards  Act  from  this 
)  Department  to  the  FTC/  Three  favored,  and  eleven^ opposed  passage  of  the  bill, 
pp.  4814-15 

Sen.  Kefauver  sp^ke  in  favor  of  enactment  of  S.  ^b356.  pp.  4908-9 

14.  FORESTRY.  Sen.  Talmadge  inserted  a  Ga.  Assembly  resolution  urging  an  investi- 

gation  by  Cong/ees  of  policies  of  the  Forest  Service  whi\h  allegedly  prevent 
bidding  by  lumber  companies  on  forest  timber  in  certain  Ga\  counties,  pp, 
4914-15 

ITEMS  IN  APPENDIX 


15. 


ELECTRIFICATION.  Extension  of  remarks  of  Sen.  Proxmire  inserting  ik  speech  by 
Seny  Kefauver  before  the  Wis.  Electric  Cooperative,  "Deceit,  Deception,  and 
Duplicity, "  and  stating  that  Sen.  Kefauver  "reviewed  the  danger  that\onfront 
te  REA  cooperatives  in  this  period  of  economic  recession..."  pp.  A285^-6 
Rep.  Utt  inserted  Interior  Secretary  Seaton’s  address  emphasizing  sor 
relevant  facts  about  the  administration's  proposal  for  the  power  development 
of  the  Trinity  River  division  of  the  Central  Valley  project,  pp.  A2886-7 
Rep.  Price  inserted  A.  E.  Becker's,  Ill.  Electric  Cooperatives,  statement 
opposing  the  administration's  proposed  plans  regarding  REA.  pp.  A2891-2 

Extension  of  remarks  of  Rep.  Price  inserting  a  statement,  "Why  Full  Authori¬ 
ty  Over  REA  Should  Be  Restored  to  the  Agency's  Administrator."  pp.  A2897-8 
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16. 


17. 


19. 


ExtensiTO  of  remarks  of  Rep.  Price  inserting  a  study  of  the  effects  of 
higher  interest  rates  on  the  REA  loans.  pp,  A2900-1 

Extension  of  remarks  of  Rep,  Price  inserting  an  analysis  of  proposed  ac 
istration  REA  legislation  and  stating  ’’the  proposal  is  a  jeopardy  to  the 
electrification  program  that  has  proven  its  value."  pp.  A2906-7 


STATEHOOD,  Sen.  Knowland  inserted  an  article  written  by  Interior  Sectary 
Seato'hv  expressing  his  hopes  for  early  statehood  for  Alaska,  pp.  A2B56-7 

Extension  of  remarks  of  Del.  Bartlett  stating  that  Alaskans  ar^ resentful 
of  an  allegation  that  Alaska  "might  cast  its  lot  with  Russia  in^case  of  war," 
and  inserting  an  editorial  on  this  subject,  pp.  A2878-9 


LANDS.  Extension  of  remarks  of  Sen.  Neuberger  inserting  two/editorials  favor¬ 
ing  S.  3051,  providing  for  acquisition  and  administration/of  the  Klamath 
Indian  lands,  po.  A2857-8 


18.  FOREIGN  TRADE.  RepXHemphill  inserted  an  editorial  citing  problems  of  the 
cotton  textile  industry  because  of  export  import  pr/zfgrams.  pp.  A2871-2 

Rep.  Preston  inserted  his  statement  before  the  A,  Ways  and  Means  Committee 
offering  suggestions  fofc^  the  protection  of  the  plywood  industry,  p.  A2885  ( 


FARM  PROGRAM.  Extension  ofVemarks  of  Rep.  Podge  inserting  an  article  by 
Clifford  R.  Hope  paying  tribute  to  Edward  O/'Neal.  pp.  A2879-80 

Extension  of  remarks  of  Rek.  Knutson  inserting  an  editorial  and  stating  it 
"discusses  the  problem  of  contract  farming,  and  asks  the  question,  "Is  the 
small  independent  family-size  fakm  on  tme  way  out?"1  p.  A2893 

Sen.  Langer  inserted  a  GTA  radio  rdundup  discussing  consumer  prices  and 
stating  "Farmers,  in  short,  have  be)<n  subsidizing  the  consumers  and  business 
people  of  America."  p.  A2898 

Rep.  Flynt  inserted  a  constituent!  s\let ter  expressing  approval  of  S.  J.  Res 
162,  the  measure  to  freeze  price  support^  and  acreage  allotments,  p.  A2899 


Extension  of  remarks  of  Rejk.  Knutson  stating  that  "more  and  more  people  are 
coming  to  understand  the  pryce  manipulations^ which  has  become  a  new  and  con¬ 
trolling  factor  in  our  national  economy,"  an^,  inserting  a  letter  discussing 
farm  prices,  pp,  A2913- 

Extension  of  remarks/of  Rep.  Knutson  inserting  a  telegram  from  Amalgamated 
Meat  Cutters  and  Butcher  Workment  of  N.  America  urging  the  President  to  appr^ 
S.  J.  Res.  162.  pp*/A29l4-5 


20.  APPROPRIATIONS.  Speech  in  the  House  by  Reps.  Laird,  Whitten  and  Reuss  during 
debate  on  H.  Ry/l0881,  the  supplemental  appropriation  bill,  regarding  the 
$3,000  limit apion  on  acreage  reserve  payments,  p.  A288V 


21,  WATER  RESOURCES.  Extension  of  remarks  of  Rep.  Rhodes  inserting  an  editorial, 
"California  Has  Water,:  stating  that  "California,  the  State  that  is  trying  so 
hard  t<ytake  water  away  from  Arizona,  has  70  million  acre-feet\>f  its  own  that 
flowsvunused  into  the  Pacific  Ocean."  p.  A2891 


22.  DAIRY  INDUSTRY.  Extension  of  remarks  of  Rep.  Westland  inserting  a  Whatcom 
)unty  (Wash)  Dairymen's  Ass'n  resolution  urging  enactment  of  the  proposed 
/self-help  dairy  bills,  p,  2894 


FOREIGN  AID.  Rep.  Dorn  inserted  a  statement  by  American  Coalition  of  Patriotic 
Societies  reciting  certain  factg  and  conclusions  as  to  the  foreign  aid  pro¬ 
gram.  pp.  A2916-7 
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March  26  (legislative  day,  March  17),  1958. — Ordered  to  be  printed 


Mr.  Magnuson,  from  the  Committee  on  Interstate  and  Foreign 
Commerce,  submitted  the  following 

REPORT 

[To  accompany  S.  2617] 

The  Committee  on  Interstate  and  Foreign  Commerce,  to  whom  was 
referred  the  bill  (S.  2617)  to  amend  the  Migratory  Bird  Hunting  Stamp 
Act  of  March  16,  1934,  as  amended,  having  considered  the  same, 
report  favorably  thereon  with  an  amendment  and  recommend  that 
the  bill,  as  amended,  do  pass. 

Public  hearings  were  held  by  your  committee  on  this  legislation,  and 
everyone  desiring  to  testify  was  given  an  opportunity  to  be  heard.  All 
witnesses,  including  conservation  and  wildlife  groups,  expressed  their 
unqualified  approval  of  the  bill  herewith  reported.  Assistant  Secre¬ 
tary  of  the  Interior  for  Fish  and  Wildlife,  Mr.  Ross  Leffler,  charac¬ 
terized  the  legislation  as  one  of  the  most  important  pieces  of  conserva¬ 
tion  legislation  to  come  before  the  Congress  in  many  years. 

PURPOSE  OF  THE  BILL 

S.  2617,  as  amended  and  approved  by  unanimous  vote  of  your  com¬ 
mittee,  proposes  an  increase  in  the  cost  of  migratory  bird  hunting 
stamps  (duck  stamps)  from  $2  to  $3.  The  revenue  thus  produced 
(after  deducting  the  cost  of  printing  and  distributing  the  stamps) 
would  be  used  solely  for  the  location,  ascertainment,  and  acquisition 
of  lands  for  migratory-bird  refuges  and  waterfowl-production  areas. 

Under  the  terms  of  this  bill,  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  would 
have  discretionary  authority  to  open  a  maximum  of  40  percent  of 
any  refuge  to  the  hunting  of  migratory  waterfowl.  Presently,  this 
authority  is  limited  to  25  percent  of  the  land  acres  acquired  with 
duck-stamp  funds.  Frequently,  the  checkerboard  pattern  which  has 
resulted  from  the  use  of  several  sources  of  funds  in  refuge  land  acqui¬ 
sition  makes  the  opening  of  even  25  percent  of  the  lands  acquired 
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with  duck-stamp  funds  impracticable.  Each  waterfowl  area  has  indi¬ 
vidual  characteristics  which  require  greater  latitude  in  management 
than  is  now  permissible.  Discretionary  latitude  in  the  opening  of 
national  waterfowl -refuge  lands  to  public  hunting  would  make  it 
possible  to  compensate  for  seasonal  variations  in  the  quality  of  feed¬ 
ing  and  resting  grounds  resulting  from  water  conditions  and  many 
other  factors  beyond  the  control  of  management.  A  further  con¬ 
sideration  is  the  frequent  need  of  allowing  additional  hunting  to  cope 
with  problems  of  waterfowl  depredation  or  to  allow  for  an  adequate 
harvest  of  species  in  abundance.  It  would  also  make  it  possible  to 
take  prompt  corrective  action  in  dealing  with  devastating  eruptions 
of  botulism  or  other  waterfowl  diseases. 

To  further  implement  the  management  features  referred  to  and  to 
enhance  opportunities  for  saving  the  remaining  small  marshes  in  the 
principal  waterfowl-production  areas  of  the  United  States,  the 
amended  bill  would  give  special  recognition  to  the  desirability  of 
bringing  these  lands  under  Federal  control,  while  at  the  same  time! 
permitting  waterfowl  hunting  to  continue  unabated.  The  production 
grounds  of  the  Dakotas,  Minnesota,  and  Montana  represent  the 
principal  waterfowl-breeding  grounds  in  the  continental  United  States. 
A  program  of  preservation  through  control  by  Federal  acquisition  of 
fee  title  or  lease  agreement  is  contemplated  to  insure  the  continued 
availability  of  these  lands  for  breeding  purposes.  One  of  the  chief 
objections  on  the  part  of  the  landowners  under  present  law  would  be 
the  inevitable  curtailment  of  hunting.  Obviously,  it  would  not  be 
feasible  to  open  to  hunting  either  25  or  40  percent  of  each  2-  to  10-acre 
marsh.  Moreover,  these  areas  freeze  over  early  and  offer  only  limited 
hunting  opportunities.  Since  hunting  activities  would  hi  no  way 
interfere  with  the  primary  purpose  for  which  these  areas  will  be 
established,  it  is  proposed  that  they  be  designated  as  management 
areas  not  subject  to  any  statutory  restriction  with  respect  to  hunting. 

LAND  ACQUISITION 

The  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  of  the  Department  of  the  Interior 
estimates  that  at  the  present  rate  of  acquisition  it  will  take  over  100 
years  to  secure  the  needed  lands.  Under  S.  2617,  as  amended,  wit* 
the  entire  proceeds  from  the  sale  of  duck  stamps  being  used  for  lanlr 
acquisition  (less  the  charges  by  the  Post  Office  Department)  it  is 
estimated  that  desired  land  can  be  obtained  in  from  20  to  25  years. 

The  average  cost  of  land  today  is  $40  per  acre  as  compared  to  $3 
per  acre  at  the  time  of  the  original  act  in  1934. 

At  this  time  migratory  bird  refuge  lands,  through  purchase  and 
donation  consist  of  approximate^  3 }i  million  acres. 

The  primary  purpose  of  raising  the  duck  stamp  from  $2  to  $3  1 
and  using  all  of  the  funds  for  land  acquisition  (less  Post  Office  ex-  j 
pense)  is  to  acquire  vital  waterfowl  habitat  while  the  opportunity  to 
do  so  still  exists.  Available  information  on  waterfowl  habitat  indi¬ 
cates  that  12,500,000  acres  should  be  in  public  control.  Of  this 
total  it  is  estimated  that  about  5  million  acres  will  be  secured  by  the 
States,  leaving  4  million  acres  to  be  purchased  by  the  Secretary  of 
the  Interior  from  the  $3  duck-stamp  fund. 
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EFFECTIVE  DATE  OF  THE  LEGISLATION 

An  effective  date  for  the  proposed  increase  in  the  price  of  the  duck 
stamp  would  be  fixed  at  July  1,  1959,  to  avoid  unnecessary  fiscal 
complications.  Likewise,  to  permit  an  essential  realinement  of  the 
fiscal  program  of  the  Bureau  of  Sport  Fisheries  and  Wildlife,  July  1, 
1960,  would  be  fixed  as  the  date  following  which  the  net  proceeds 
from  duck-stamp  revenues  would  be  devoted  exclusively  to  land 
acquisition. 


MIGRATORY  BIRD  HUNTING  STAMP  FUNDS 

Since  March  16,  1934,  the  enactment  date  of  the  act,  $54,029,540 
has  been  realized  from  the  sale  of  duck  stamps.  Of  this  amount  only 
$7,449,908  has  been  used  for  land  acquisition.  The  balance  of  the 
fund  has  gone  to  the  Post  Office  Department  for  stamp  costs,  enforce¬ 
ment  $6,490,950,  research  $2,287,519,  refuge  maintenance  $18,395,573, 
refuge  development  $10,513,588,  engineering  $676,650,  administra¬ 
tion  $1,925,814,  and  wetland  and  river-basin  studies  $681,670. 

SUMMARY  OF  FUNDS  AVAILABLE 

The  funds  available  under  the  migratory  bird  conservation  (duck 
stamp)  account  follow: 


Unobligated  balance  in  account  as  of  July  1,  1958 _  $2,  736,  007 

Estimated  migratory  bird  hunting  stamp  sale  receipts  for  fiscal  year 

1958,  July  1,  1958,  to  June  30,  1959,  2,225,000  stamps,  at  $2  each.  4,  500,  000 


Estimated  total  funds  available  to  finance  fiscal  year  1959 

program,  July  1,  1958,  to  June  30,  1959 _  7,  236,  007 

Fiscal  year  1959  program  estimates  as  per  statement  attached _  5,  048,  000 


Note. — The  foregoing  is  tabulated  on  p.  687  of  the  budget  of  the  U.  S.  Government  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30,  1959. 


STATEMENT  OF  ACCOUNT  PROGRAM 


A  statement  of  the  migratory  bird  conservation  account  (duck 
stamp)  program  for  fiscal  year  1959  follows: 


1.  National  wildlife  refuges: 

Operation  and  maintenance _  $1,  754,  000 

Land  acquisition _  1,  600,  000 


Subtotal _  3,  354,  000 


2.  Management  and  enforcement: 

Enforcement _  711,000 

Management _  241,  000 


Subtotal _  952,  000 


3.  Wildlife  research _  283,  000 

4.  Wetlands  habitat  preservation _  185,  000 

5.  General  administrative  expenses _  274,  000 


Total _  5,  048,  000 

Estimated  unobligated  balance  in  account  as  of  July  1,  1959 _  2,  188,  007 


There  is  attached  hereto  comments  from  the  Department  of  Justice, 
the  Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States,  and  the  Department  of 
the  Interior  on  S.  2617. 
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Department  of  the  Interior, 

Office  of  the  Secretary, 
Washington,  D.  C.,  February  1/+,  1958. 
Hod.  Warren  G.  Magnuson, 

Chairman,  Committee  on  Interstate  and  Foreign  Commerce, 

United  States  Senate,  Washington,  D.  C. 

Dear  Senator  Magncson:  This  is  in  response  to  your  request  for 
the  Department’s  views  on  S.  2617,  a  bill  to  amend  the  Migratory 
Bird  Hunting  Stamp  Act  of  March  16,  1934,  as  amended. 

We  recommend  that  S.  2617  not  be  enacted. 

Generally,  the  bill  would  modify  the  existing  act  in  the  following 
ways:  (1)  Not  less  than  65  percent  of  the  revenues  shall  be  available  for 
the  location,  ascertainment,  and  acquisition  of  inviolate  migratory  bird 
refuges,  (2)  not  more  than  15  percent  shall  be  available  for  adminis¬ 
tration,  enforcement,  and  regulatory  investigations  in  connection  with 
the  act  and  the  costs  of  printing  and  selling  the  duck  stamps,  and 
(3)  the  remainder  to  be  available  for  development  and  maintenance  of 
the  refuges. 

Assuming  the  same  level  of  duck-stamp  revenues  as  is  presently 
received,  the  65-percent  provision  for  land  acquisition  would  mean 
earmarking  $2,925,000  for  this  purpose.  This  would  leave  a  total  of 
$1,575,000  available  for  refuge  development  and  maintenance,  enforce¬ 
ment,  regulatory  surveys,  research,  wetlands-preservation  investiga¬ 
tions,  administration  and  the  costs  of  printing  and  handling  the 
stamps  as  compared  with  $3,100,000  budgeted  for  these  programs  in 
the  fiscal  year  1958.  These  programs  are  essential  to  the  welfare  of 
migratory  birds  and  cannot  be  reduced  without  serious  adverse  effect 
on  the  proper  management  of  this  resource.  While  the  increased 
funds  for  land  acquisition,  as  insured  by  earmarking,  are  badly  needed 
and  will  be  ver}7  helpful  for  preserving  essential  waterfowl  habitat,  it 
should  be  pointed  out  that  this  increase  will  not  be  sufficient  to  com¬ 
plete  the  needed  acquisition  program  within  the  time  that  these 
water  areas  will  still  be  available. 

We  believe  the  authority  to  acquire  waterfowl-production  areas  by 
purchase,  lease,  or  exchange  is  a  desirable  provision.  Although  we 
now  have  authority  to  acquire  lands  and  waters  for  refuge  purposes, 
the  spelling  out  of  the  authority  for  the  small  marsh  or  pothole  acquisi¬ 
tion  is  desirable,  particularly  the  feature  that  exempts  such  lands 
from  being  considered  inviolate  refuges.  We  believe  the  primary 
value  of  these  areas  is  for  waterfowl  production  and  hunting  could  be 
permitted  without  any  objectionable  consequences. 

The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  has  advised  that  there  is  no  objection  to 
the  submission  of  this  report  to  your  committee. 

Sincerely  yours, 


Ross  Leffler, 

Assistant  Secretary  of  the  Interior. 
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Department  of  the  Interior, 

Office  of  the  Secretary, 
Washington,  D.  C.,  March  11,  1958. 

Hon.  Warren  G.  Magnuson, 

Chairman,  Committee  on  Interstate  and  Foreign  Commerce, 

United  States  Senate,  Washington,  D.  C. 

Dear  Senator  Magnuson:  The  Senate  Committee  on  Interstate 
and  Foreign  Commerce  has  before  it  for  consideration  S.  2617,  a  bill 
to  amend  the  Migratory  Bird  Hunting  Stamp  Act  of  March  16,  1934, 
as  amended. 

In  its  present  form  the  bill  would  modify  the  existing  act  in  the  fol¬ 
lowing  respects:  (1)  Not  less  than  65  percent  of  the  revenues  derived 
from  the  sale  of  migratory  bird  hunting  stamps,  commonly  referred 
to  as  duck  stamps,  would  be  available  for  the  location,  ascertainment, 
and  acquisition  of  inviolate  migratory-bird  refuges;  (2)  not  more  than 
|  20  percent  would  be  available  for  administration,  maintenance,  and 
development  of  refuges  and  for  surveys  and  investigations  involving 
migratory  waterfowl;  and  (3)  the  remaining  15  percent  would  be  avail¬ 
able  for  enforcing  laws  for  the  protection  of  migratory  birds  and  for  the 
cost  of  printing  and  distributing  the  duck  stamps. 

On  February  14,  1958,  this  Department  recommended  that  this 
bill  not  be  enacted.  This  adverse  recommendation  was  prompted  by 
the  fact  that  no  basis  exists  for  earmarking  65  percent,  in  contrast  to 
some  other  percentage,  for  land  acquisition  and,  more  importantly, 
by  the  knowledge  that  such  earmarking  of  the  revenues  from  the 
present  $2  duck  stamp  would  fall  short  of  meeting  the  immediate 
needs  for  land  acquisition.  This  legislation  has  since  received  further 
study  and  it  has  been  concluded  that  the  widespread  demand  and 
recognized  need  for  an  accelerated  program  of  refuge  land  acquisition 
can  best  be  met  by  two  major  changes  in  the  law  which  provides  the 
source  of  funds  for  purchasing  refuge  lands. 

The  first  of  the  suggested  changes  proposes  an  increase  in  the  cost 
of  the  duck  stamp  from  $2  to  $3  and  the  second  would  authorize  the 
use  of  the  revenues  thus  produced  (after  deducting  the  cost  involved 
in  the  printing  and  sale  of  the  stamps)  for  land  acquisition  and  inci- 
|  dental  administrative  expenses.  In  addition  to  the  need  for  amend¬ 
atory  legislation  to  increase  the  price  of  the  duck  stamp  and  authority 
to  utilize  the  net  proceeds  of  duck-stamp  sales  for  refuge-land  acquisi¬ 
tion,  certain  other  amendments  to  the  present  act  are  desirable  to 
facilitate  better  management  of  refuge  lands.  To  accomplish  the 
objectives  hereafter  explained  in  greater  detail,  we  recommend  that 
S.  2617  be  amended  to  conform  to  the  accompanying  draft  and  urge 
that,  as  so  amended,  the  bill  receive  prompt  and  favorable  consider¬ 
ation  by  the  Congress. 

S.  2617,  if  amended  to  read  as  indicated  in  our  suggested  revision, 
would  accomplish  the  following  objectives: 
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The  price  of  the  duck  stamp  would  be  increased  from  the  present 
price  of  $2  to  $3.  With  the  increased  cost  of  land,  equipment,  and 
materials  and  higher  salaries  and  wages  since  the  last  increase  in  the 
price  of  the  duck  stamp  effected  in  1949,  such  a  price  increase  is 
essential  to  produce  more  revenue  from  the  sportsmen  who  primarily 
benefit  from  this  program,  and  thus  make  it  possible  to  increase  mate¬ 
rially  the  rate  of  progress  in  the  acquisition  and  eventual  development 
of  migratory-bird  refuges. 

There  has  been  considerable  discussion  during  the  past  2  years 
concerning  the  necessity  for  increasing  the  price  of  the  duck  stamp. 
At  the  September  1957  meeting  of  the  International  Association  of 
Game,  Fish  and  Conservation  Commissioners  (the  official  organiza¬ 
tion  of  the  State  fish  and  game  conservation  departments),  a  resolution 
was  adopted  which  included,  among  other  features,  the  recommenda-  . 
tion  that  the  price  of  duck  stamps  be  increased  to  $3.  Similarly,  the  f 
advisory  committee  to  the  Assistant  Secretary  for  Fish  and  Wildlife, 
a  group  composed  of  leading  conservationists,  made  a  like  recom¬ 
mendation  at  its  December  1957  meeting.  Several  of  the  State 
federations  of  sportsmen’s  clubs  and  regional  game  associations  have 
adopted  similar  resolutions.  Consequently,  we  believe  there  will  be 
general  support  for  the  increase  in  the  price  of  duck  stamps  provided 
such  an  increase  is  accompanied  by  assurances  to  the  contributing 
sportsmen  that  there  will  be  an  accelerated  program  of  acquisition  of 
waterfowl  habitat. 

II 

After  deducting  the  cost  of  printing  and  distributing  the  duck 
stamps,  all  of  the  revenues  would  be  available  for  expenditure  for  the 
location,  ascertainment,  and  acquisition  of  lands  for  migratory-bird 
refuges  and  waterfowl-production  areas. 

At  the  present  time,  the  four  flyway  councils  and  the  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Service  are  cooperating  in  the  development  and  implementa¬ 
tion  of  long-range  plans  for  the  management  of  waterfowl  in  each 
flyway,  including  the  acquisition  of  necessary  habitat.  It  is  con- > 
tempfated  that  there  will  be  a  State-bj'-State  appraisal  of  the  re-1 
maining  habitat  and  a  determination  of  the  areas  which  should  be 
preserved  and  by  which  governmental  agency.  This  cooperative 
venture  is  fully  in  keeping  with  the  concept  of  State-Federal  partner¬ 
ship.  The  States  have  demonstrated  a  deep  interest  in  and  a  willing¬ 
ness  to  share  the  burdens  incident  to  the  management  of  these  valuable 
resources.  These  surveys  and  appraisals  of  the  remaining  habitat 
are  in  process  or  about  to  begin  and  will  form  the  basis  of  future 
acquisitions.  Although  final  figures  are  not  now  available  to  indicate 
the  total  acreage  to  be  acquired  by  the  Federal  Government,  it  is 
obvious  that  funds  in  much  larger  amounts  must  be  devoted  to 
land  purchases  than  has  been  possible  during  past  years  if  we  are 
to  preserve  as  waterfowl  habitat  even  a  minimum  portion  of  the 
remaining  areas  of  marsh  and  wetlands. 

The  primary  objective  of  our  present  proposal  is  to  acquire  vital 
waterfowl  habitat  while  the  opportunity  for  such  an  accomplishment 
is  still  available  even  though  it  may  be  necessary  to  defer  for  some 
years  the  development  of  these  lands.  The  loss  of  such  lands  through 
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drainage  and  subsequent  use  for  agricultural,  urban,  and  industrial 
development  continues  at  a  rapid  pace  and  only  by  placing  such  lands 
under  Federal  control  through  purchase  or  lease  can  we  hope  to  pre¬ 
serve  sufficient  acreage  to  provide  essential  breeding,  feeding,  resting, 
and  wintering  areas  in  this  country  to  accommodate  the  needs  of 
migratory  waterfowl. 

Although  it  is  estimated  that  it  will  cost  an  average  of  $40  per  acre 
for  the  land  and  expenses  incident  to  acquisition,  this  cost  is  relatively 
insignificant  when  compared  to  what  the  cost  would  be  following 
improvement  and  development  by  the  landowners. 

Not  all  of  the  habitat  to  be  acquired  will  require  development  or 
extensive  maintenance.  However,  some  areas  will  require  improve¬ 
ment  for  maximum  waterfowl- use  purposes,  but  this  improvement 
will  be  undertaken  only  on  the  basis  of  actual  need,  as  determined  by 
the  Department  in  keeping  with  Federal  responsibilities  and  recjuire- 

) merits.  In  conducting  our  future  programs  following  the  enactment 
of  this  legislation,  we  will  request  funds  through  the  normal  budgetary 
processes  for  the  development,  maintenance,  and  operation  of  refuges, 
to  carry  on  law  enforcement,  and  to  conduct  the  surveys  and  research 
which  are  essential  to  the  proper  management  of  our  migratory-bird 
resources. 

Ill 

The  Secretary  of  the  Interior  would  have  discretionary  authority 
to  open  a  maximum  of  40  percent  of  any  refuge  to  the  hunting  of 
migratory  waterfowl.  Presently,  this  authority  is  limited  to  25  per¬ 
cent  of  the  land  acres  acquired  with  duck-stamp  funds.  Frequently, 
the  checkerboard  pattern  which  has  resulted  from  the  use  of  several 
sources  of  funds  in  refuge  land  acquisition  makes  the  opening  of  even 
25  percent  of  the  lands  acquired  with  duck-stamp  funds  impracticable. 
Each  waterfowl  area  has  individual  characteristics  which  require 
greater  latitude  in  management  than  is  now  permissible.  Discre¬ 
tionary  latitude  in  the  opening  of  national  waterfowl-refuge  lands  to 
public  hunting  would  make  it  possible  to  compensate  for  seasonal 
variations  in  the  quality  of  feeding  and  resting  grounds  resulting  from 
water  conditions  and  many  other  factors  beyond  the  control  of  manage- 
lment.  A  further  consideration  is  the  frequent  need  of  allowing  addi- 
^  tional  hunting  to  cope  with  problems  of  waterfowl  depredation  or  to 
allow  for  an  adequate  harvest  of  species  in  abundance.  It  would  also 
make  it  possible  to  take  prompt  corrective  action  in  dealing  with 
devastating  eruptions  of  botulism  or  other  waterfowl  diseases. 

IV 

To  further  implement  the  management  features  referred  to  under 
III  and  to  enhance  opportunities  for  saving  the  remaining  small 
marshes  in  the  principal  waterfowl-production  areas  of  the  United 
States,  the  proposed  substitute  bill  would  give  special  recognition  to 
the  desirability  of  bringing  these  lands  under  Federal  control,  while  at 
the  same  time  permitting  waterfowl  hunting  to  continue  unabated. 
The  production  grounds  of  the  Dakotas,  Minnesota,  and  Montana 
represent  the  principal  waterfowl -breeding  grounds  in  the  continental 
United  States.  A  program  of  preservation  through  control  by 
Federal  acquisition  of  fee  title  or  lease  agreement  is  contemplated  to 
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insure  the  continued  availability  of  these  lands  for  breeding  purposes. 
One  of  the  chief  objections  on  the  part  of  the  landowners  under  present 
law’  would  be  the  inevitable  curtailment  of  hunting.  Obviously,  it 
would  not  be  feasible  to  open  to  hunting  either  25  or  40  percent  of 
each  2-  to  10-acre  marsh.  Moreover,  these  areas  freeze  over  early  and 
offer  only  limited  hunting  opportunities.  Since  hunting  activities 
would  in  no  way  interfere  with  the  primary  purpose  for  which  these 
areas  will  be  established,  it  is  proposed  that  they  be  designated  as 
management  areas  not  subject  to  any  statutory  restriction  with  respect 
to  hunting. 


An  effective  date  for  the  proposed  increase  in  the  price  of  the 
duck  stamp  would  be  fixed  at  July  1,  1959,  to  avoid  unnecessary 
fiscal  complications.  Likewise,  to  permit  an  essential  realinement  of 
the  fiscal  program  of  the  Bureau  of  Sport  Fisheries  and  Wildlife, 
July  1,  1960  would  be  fixed  as  the  date  following  which  the  net| 
proceeds  from  duck-stamp  revenues  would  be  devoted  exclusively  to" 
land  acquisition. 

The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  has  advised  that  there  is  no  objection 
to  the  submission  of  this  report  to  your  committee. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Ross  Leffler, 

Assistant,  Secretary  of  the  Interior. 


Department  of  the  Interior, 

Office  of  the  Secretary, 
Washington,  D.  C.,  March  17,  1958. 

Hon.  Warren  G.  Magnuson, 

United  States  Senate,  Washington,  D.  C. 

Dear  Senator  Magnuson:  It  is  my  pleasure  to  call  your  attention 
to  the  recent  announcement  by  Secretary  of  the  Interior  Fred  A. 
Seaton  that  the  Department  has  proposed  to  the  Congress  further 
amendments  to  the  Migratory  Bird  Hunting  Stamp  Act  which  would 
significantly  speed  up  migratory  w’aterfowl  refuge  acquisition. 

As  I  view  the  matter  in  the  light  of  personal  knowledge  and  experij 
ence  gained  over  a  period  of  30  years  while  a  member  of  the  Pennsyl¬ 
vania  Game  Commission,  the  proposal  recommended  by  the 
Department  represents  the  most  forward-looking  and  progressive  step 
toward  the  acquisition  of  vital  migratory  waterfowl  habitat  since  the 
inception  of  the  Migrator y  Bird  Conservation  Act  of  Februarv  18, 
1929. 

The  plan  is  reflected  in  some  detail  in  the  enclosed  copy  of  this 
Department’s  report  to  you,  as  chairman  of  the  Committee  on  Inter¬ 
state  and  Foreign  Commerce,  which  was  accompanied  by  a  draft  of 
legislation  recommended  as  a  substitute  for  S.  2617.  That  bill  would 
have  earmarked  for  land  acquisition  purposes  not  less  than  65  percent 
of  the  revenues  derived  from  the  sale  of  the  so-called  duck  stamp.  A 
similar  report  has  been  sent  to  Chairman  Herbert  C.  Bonner  of  the 
House  Merchant  Marine  and  Fisheries  Committee.  This  report  was 
similarly  accompanied  by  a  draft  of  a  bill  recommended  as  a  substitute 
for  H.  R.  624  and  several  other  bills  in  the  House  of  Representatives 
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which  are  designed  to  give  impetus  to  the  acquisition  of  lands  for 
refuge  purposes. 

Under  the  Department’s  suggested  legislation,  the  price  of  the 
duck  stamp  would  be  increased  from  $2  to  $3  and  all  of  the  revenues 
thus  produced  (after  deducting  the  cost  of  printing  and  distributing 
the  stamps)  would  be  devoted  to  land  acquisition.  This  would 
produce  more  than  $6  million  annually  which  would  be  used  to  round 
out  some  of  our  present  incomplete  refuges,  to  acquire  additional 
waterfowl-refuge  lands,  and  perhaps  even  more  importantly,  to 
acquire  through  purchase,  lease,  or  donation  some  of  the  fast-dis¬ 
appearing  small  marsh  and  wetland  areas  which  are  so  essential  to 
the  continued  production  of  waterfowl  in  this  country. 

As  pointed  out  in  the  Department’s  report,  the  primary  objective 
of  our  present  proposal  is  to  acquire  vital  waterfowl  habitat  while  the 
opportunity  to  do  so  is  still  available,  even  though  it  may  be  necessary 
in  some  cases  to  defer  the  development. 

1  While  the  primary  need  is  to  acquire  additional  lands  to  be  pre¬ 
served  as  waterfowl  habitat,  I  can  also  envisage  a  bonus  benefit  to 
the  fish  and  shellfish  resources  of  the  Nation,  particularly  those  which 
are  found  along  the  South  Atlantic  and  gulf  coasts.  The  number  and 
magnitude  of  the  manmade  changes  in  the  estuaries,  sloughs,  marshes, 
lagoons,  and  swamps  that  fringe  these  coasts  have  been  increasing 
steadily  to  meet  the  needs  of  our  growing  population  and  industry. 

Coastal  marsh  areas  provide  an  essential  and  unique  habitat  for 
important  game,  sport  fish,  commercial  fish,  and  shellfish  resources. 
Not  only  do  these  areas  provide  wintering  grounds  and  food  for  ducks 
and  other  waterfowl,  they  also  provide  forage  and  cover  for  wild 
furbearers  such  as  muskrat,  mink,  and  raccoons.  They  constitute  the 
nursery  ground  for  many  kinds  of  fish  and  shellfish;  comprising  spawn¬ 
ing  grounds  for  some,  and  feeding  grounds  for  others.  Fish  of  both 
commercial  and  sport  species,  including  menhaden,  shad,  striped  bass, 
croakers,  weakfish,  and  tarpon,  are  reared  in  these  coastal  marsh 
areas  during  their  early  stages.  Shrimp,  oysters,  and  clams,  which 
support  important  commercial  fisheries,  spend  at  least  part  of  their 
lives  in  this  inshore  environment.  The  extent  to  which  these  coastal 
l  areas  can  be  placed  in  Federal  ownership  to  insure  continued  habitat 
I  for  migratory  waterfowl  will  also  contribute  to  the  preservation  of 
inshore  environment  of  the  type  upon  which  other  species  of  game 
animals,  furbearers,  fish,  and  shellfish  are  dependent. 

In  proposing  that  all  of  the  net  revenues  from  duck-stamp  sales  be 
utilized  for  land  acquisition  we  are  not  overlooking  the  necessity  for 
funds  with  which  to  continue  to  perform  other  essential  functions 
relating  to  the  preservation  and  management  of  our  migratory-bird 
resources,  including  the  need  for  carrying  out  an  effective  law-enforce¬ 
ment  program  and  the  survey  and  research  activities  which  form  the 
basis  for  our  annual  migratory  bird  hunting  regulations.  In  conduct¬ 
ing  our  future  programs,  following  the  enactment  of  the  legislation 
proposed  by  the  Department,  we  will  request  funds  through  the  normal 
budgetary  processes  for  the  development,  maintenance,  and  operation 
of  refuges,  to  carry  on  law  enforcement,  and  to  conduct  the  survey 
and  research  activities  which  furnish  the  key  to  the  promulgation  of 
regulations  permitting  a  proper  harvest  of  migratory  game  birds.  I 
am  confident  that  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  and  the  Congress  will  be 
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responsive  to  our  requests  and  that  on  the  basis  of  clearly  demon¬ 
strated  need  we  shall  be  able  to  obtain  adequate  appropriations  with 
which  to  perform  these  tasks. 

Other  significant  features  of  the  proposed  legislation  are  described 
in  the  report  to  your  committee  and  are  discussed  in  the  enclosed 
copy  of  a  statement  presented  on  March  6  by  Director  Janzen,  of 
the  Bureau  of  Sport  Fisheries  and  Wildlife,  before  a  subcommittee 
chaired  by  you  when  it  considered  S.  2617.  Should  you  desire  addi¬ 
tional  information  concerning  any  aspect  of  the  Department’s  pro¬ 
posals,  we  should  be  only  too  glad  to  supply  it. 

These  proposals  have  the  personal  interest  and  endorsement  of 
Secretary  Seaton.  We  hope  they  meet  with  the  favor  of  yourself  and 
others  who  are  interested  in  the  preservation,  protection,  and  proper 
management  of  the  Nation’s  valuable  migratory-bird  resources. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Ross  Leffler,  Assistant  Secretary. 


Department  of  Justice, 
Washington,  D.  C.,  March  7,  1958. 

Hon.  Warren  G.  Magnuson, 

Chairman,  Committee  on  Interstate  and  Foreign  Commerce, 

United  States  Senate,  Washington,  D.  C. 

Dear  Senator:  This  is  in  response  to  your  request  for  the  views  of 
the  Department  of  Justice  concerning  the  bill  (S.  2617)  to  amend  the 
Migratory  Bird  Hunting  Stamp  Act  of  March  16,  1934,  as  amended. 

The  bill  would  amend  section  4  of  the  Migratory  Bird  Hunting 
Stamp  Act  of  March  16,  1934  (48  Stat.  451),  as  amended,  by  decreasing 
the  percentage  of  the  moneys  received  from  the  sale  of  Federal  migra¬ 
tory  bird  hunting  stamps  for  the  location,  ascertainment,  acquisition, 
administration,  maintenance,  and  development  of  suitable  areas  for 
inviolate  migratory-bird  sanctuaries,  and  allocating  such  funds  for 
certain  of  such  purposes,  by  making  a  proportion  of  any  area  acquired, 
in  the  discretion  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  free  from  the  prohibi¬ 
tions  against  the  taking  of  birds,  nests,  or  eggs,  and  by  authorizing  the 
Secretary  to  use  funds  under  the  act  or  appropriations  for  the  above 
purposes  for  acquiring  by  lease,  purchase,  or  exchange  small  wetland 
and  pothole  areas  which  would  not  be  classified  as  national  wildlife 
refuges  or  be  subject  to  the  inviolate  sanctuary  provisions  of  the  act. 

Whether  the  bill  should  be  enacted  involves  questions  of  policy  on 
which  the  Department  of  Justice  prefers  to  make  no  recommendation. 
However,  the  committee  may  wish  to  give  consideration  to  the  follow¬ 
ing  suggestions  resulting  from  the  examination  made  of  the  bill: 

Page  1,  line  4:  Include  citation  to  appropriate  section  of  the  United 
States  Code,  in  view  of  the  reference  to  the  United  States  Code  on 
page  2,  line  7. 

Page  2,  lines  8-14:  The  exception  should  be  clarified.  The  entire 
proviso  beginning  on  the  first  line  is  new,  and  the  prohibition  as  to 
the  shooting  of  birds  seems  to  be  prospective  and  the  phrase  “not 
prior  to  July  1,  1952”  to  be  inconsistent. 

Page  3,  section  3.  In  view  of  the  apparent  authorization  to  use 
the  funds  under  subsection  (a)  which  are  therein  limited  to  areas  for 
migratory  bird  sanctuaries  under  the  Migratory  Bird  Conservation 
Act  for  a  different  purpose,  acquisition  of  small  areas  in  which  the 
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birds  are  not  to  be  protected  the  language  as  to  the  funds  to  be  avail¬ 
able  should  be  clarified. 

The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  has  advised  that  there  is  no  objection  to 
the  submission  of  this  report. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Lawrence  E.  Walsh, 

Deputy  Attorney  General. 


Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States. 

Washington,  July  31,  1957 . 

Hon.  Warren  G.  Magnuson, 

Chairman,  Committee  on  Interstate  and  Foreign  Commerce, 
United  States  Senate. 


Dear  Mr.  Chairman:  Further  reference  is  made  to  your  letter  of 
of  July  24,  1957,  acknowledged  July  25,  requesting  our  comments  on 
S.  2617,  85th  Congress.  The  bill  would  amend  the  Migratory  Bird 
Hunting  Stamp  Act  of  March  16,  1934,  as  amended. 

The  General  Accounting  Office  has  no  information  as  to  the  need 
for,  or  desirability  of,  this  bill.  Consequently,  we  have  no  comments 
to  make  regarding  its  merits. 

It  is  suggested  however,  that  lines  7  and  8  of  page  2  be  amended 
by  striking  out  the  words  “715i  of  this  title”  and  inserting  in  place 
thereof  the  words  ‘TO  of  the  Migratory  Bird  Conservation  Act  (45 
Stat.  1224),  as  amended.”  Also,  it  appears  that  the  word  “not”  in 
line  11,  page  2  of  the  bill  should  be  the  word  “nor.” 

Pursuant  to  your  request,  this  letter  is  submitted  in  triplicate. 

Sincerely  yours, 


Joseph  Campbell, 

Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States. 


Table  1. —  Migratory  bird,  refuge  lands — Annual  report  of  the  Migratory  Bird  Conservation  Commission  showing  for  the  fiscal  year  1957,  by 
refuges  and  States,  lands  purchased  and  leased  with  duck-stamp  funds  and  through  other  sources,  and  showing  at  the  close  of  the  fiscal  year 
the  cumulative  total  cost  and  acreage  of  duck-stamp  lands  together  with  cumulative  totals  of  donations,  other  acquisitions  and  total  acreage 
of  migratory  bird  refuge  lands 
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CHANGES  IN  EXISTING  LAW 

In  compliance  with  subsection  4  of  rule  XXIX  of  the  Standing 
Rules  of  the  Senate,  changes  in  existing  lawr  made  by  the  bill  are  shown 
as  follows  (existing  law  proposed  to  be  omitted  is  enclosed  in  brackets ; 
new  matter  is  printed  in  italic;  existing  law  in  which  no  change  is 
proposed  is  shown  in  roman): 

Title  16,  United  States  Code,  Hunting  Stamp  Tax 
******* 

718a.  Hunting  stamp  for  taking  migratory  waterfowl. 

No  person  *  *  *  shall  take  any  migratory  waterfowl  unless  *  *  * 
he  carries  *  *  *  an  unexpired  Federal  migratory-bird  hunting 
stamp  *  *  *. 

718b.  Issuance  of  stamp;  fees. 

The  stamps  required  by  section  718a  of  this  title  shall  be  issued 
and  sold  by  the  Post  Office  Department  under  regulations  prescribed 
by  the  Postmaster  General:  Provided,  That  the  stamps  shall  be  sold 
at  all  post  offices  of  the  first-  and  second-class  and  at  such  others  as 
the  Postmaster  General  shall  direct.  For  each  such  stamp  sold  under 
the  provisions  of  this  section  there  shall  be  collected  by  the  Post  Office 
Department  the  sum  of  [$2.]  $8.  *  *  * 

******* 

718d.  Disposition  of  receipts  from  sale  of  stamp. 

All  moneys  received  for  such  stamps  shall  be  accounted  for  by  the 
Post  Office  Department  and  paid  into  the  Treasury  of  the  United 
States,  and  shall  be  reserved  and  set  aside  as  a  special  fund  to  be 
known  as  the  migratory  bird  conservation  fund,  to  be  administered 
by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior.  xVll  moneys  received  into  such  fund 
are  appropriated  for  the  following  objects  and  shall  be  available 
therefor  until  expended: 

[(a)  Not  less  than  85  per  centum  shall  be  available  for  the  location, 
ascertainment,  acquisition,  administration,  maintenance,  and  develop¬ 
ment  of  suitable  areas  for  inviolate  migratory-bird  sanctuaries,  under 
the  provisions  of  sections  715-715d,  715e,  715f-715k,  and  715l-715r 
of  this  title,  to  be  expended  for  such  purposes  in  all  respects  as  moneys 
appropriated  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  said  sections;  for  the  ad¬ 
ministration,  maintenance,  and  development  of  other  refuges  under 
the  administration  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  frequented  by 
migratory  game  birds;  and  for  such  investigations  on  such  refuges  and 
elsewhere  in  regard  to  migratory  waterfowl  as  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior  may  deem  essential  for  the  highest  utilization  of  the  refuges 
and  for  the  protection  and  increase  of  these  birds:  Provided,  That  in 
the  discretion  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  not  to  exceed  25  per 
centum  at  any  one  time,  of  any  area  acquired  in  accordance  with  the 
provisions  of  sections  718-718h  of  this  title,  may  be  administered 
primarily  as  a  wildlife  management  area  not  subject  to  the  prohibi¬ 
tions  against  the  taking  of  birds,  or  nests  or  the  eggs  thereof,  as  con¬ 
tained  in  section  7 1 5i  of  this  title,  except  that  no  such  area  shall  be 
open  to  the  shooting  of  migratory  birds  when  the  population  of  such 
birds  frequenting  the  area  or  in  the  migrations  utilizing  such  area  is  on 
a  decline,  nor  prior  to  July  1,  1952,  or  the  date  upon  which  the  same 
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has  been  fully  developed  as  a  management  area,  refuge,  reservation, 
or  breeding  ground,  whichever  is  later. 

[(b)  The  remainder  shall  be  available  for  expenses  in  enforcing  and 
in  executing  sections  718-718h,  715-715d,  715e,  715f-715k,  715l-715r, 
and  703-711  of  this  title,  and  any  other  Act  to  carry  into  effect  any 
treaty  for  the  protection  of  migratory  birds,  including  personal  serv¬ 
ices  in  the  District  of  Columbia  and  elsewhere,  and  also  including 
advance  allotments  to  be  made  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  to  the 
Post  Office  Department  at  such  times  and  in  such  amounts  as  may  be 
mutually  agreed  upon  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  and  the  Post¬ 
master  General  for  direct  expenditure  by  the  Post  Office  Department 
for  engraving,  printing,  issuing,  selling,  and  accounting  for  migratory 
bird  hunting  stamps  and  moneys  received  from  the  sale  thereof,  per¬ 
sonal  services  in  the  District  of  Columbia  and  elsewhere,  and  for  such 
other  expenses  as  may  be  necessary  in  executing  the  duties  and  func¬ 
tions  required  of  the  Postal  Service  by  section  718-718h  of  this  title: 
Provided,  That  the  protection  of  said  inviolate  migratory-bird  sanc¬ 
tuaries  shall  be  so  far  as  possible,  under  section  715p  of  this  title.] 

(a)  So  much  as  may  be  necessary  shall  be  used  by  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior  to  make  advance  allotments  to  the  Post  Office  Department  at  such 
times  and  in  such  amounts  as  may  be  mutually  agreed  upon  by  the 
Secretary  oj  the  Interior  and  the  Postmaster  General  for  direct  expenditure 
by  the  Post  Office  Department  for  engraving,  printing,  issuing,  selling, 
and  accounting  for  migratory  bird  hunting  stamps  and,  moneys  received 
from  the  sale  thereof. 

( b )  Except  as  authorized  in  subsection  (c)  cf  this  section,  the  remainder 
shall  be  available  for  the  location,  ascertainment,  and  acquisition  of 
suitable  areas  for  migratory  bird  refuges  under  the  provisions  cf  the 
Migratory  Bird,  Conservation  Act  and  for  the  administrative  costs  in¬ 
curred  in  the  acquisition  of  such  areas:  Provided,  That  not  to  exceed  J+0 
per  centum  at  any  one  time  of  any  area  which  heretofore  has  been  or 
which  hereafter  may  be  acquired,  reserved,  or  set  apart  for  the  use  of  the 
Department  of  the  Interior  as  an  inviolate  sanctuary  for  migratory 
birds  under  any  law,  proclamation,  or  Executive  order  may  be  admin¬ 
istered  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  in  his  discretion,  as  a  wildlife 
management  area  within  which  the  taking  of  migratory  game  birds  may 
be  permitted  under  such  regulations  as  he  may  prescribe:  Provided 
further,  That,  notwithstanding  the  fad  that  such  lands  constitute  public 
property,  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  shall  comply  with  the  requirements 
of  section  4  of  the  Administrative  Procedure  Act  (60  Stat.  238 )  in  issuing 
regulations  pursuant  to  the  preceding  proviso. 

( c )  The  Secretary  of  the  Interior  is  authorized  to  utilize  funds  made 
available  under  subsection  (b)  of  this  section  for  the  purposes  of  such  sub¬ 
section,  and  such  other  funds  as  may  be  appropriated  for  the  purposes  of 
such  subsection,  or  of  this  subsection,  to  acquire,  or  defray  the  expense  in¬ 
cident  to  the  acquisition  by  gift,  devise,  lease,  purchase,  or  exchange  of, 
small  wetland  and  pothole  areas,  interests  therein,  and  rights-of-way  to 
provide  access  thereto.  Such  small  areas,  to  be  designated  as  “  Waterfowl 
Production  Areas,”  may  be  acquired  without  regard  to  the  limitations  and 
requirements  of  the  Migratory  Bird  Conservation  Act,  but  all  of  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  such  Act  which  govern  the  administration  and  protection  of 
lands  acquired  thereunder ,  except  the  inviolate  sanctuary  provisions  of 
such  Act,  shall  be  applicable  to  areas  acquired  pursuant  to  this  subsection. 
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Sec.  4-  The  amendment  made  by  the  first  section  of  this  Act  shall 
become  effective  on  July  1,  1959.  The  amendment  made  by  section  2  of 
this  Act  making  available  the  net  proceeds  of  all  moneys  received  in  the 
migratory  bird  conservation  fund  for  the  location,  ascertainment,  and 
acquisition  of  Waterfowl  Production  Areas  and  suitable  areas  for  migra¬ 
tory  bird  refuges  shall  become  effective  on  July  1,  1960.  The  remaining 
amendments  made  by  this  Act  shall  become  effective  on  the  date  of  the 
enactment  of  this  Act.  Any  unobligated  balance  remaining  in  the  migra¬ 
tory  bird  conservation  fund  on  June  30,  1960,  shall  thereafter  be  available 
■for  expenditure  only  for  the  purposes  specified  in  the  Migratory  Bird 
Hunting  Stamp  Act  of  March  16,  1934,  ns  amended  by  this  Act. 


85th  CONGRESS 
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Calendar  No.  1455 

S.  2617 

[Report  No.  1426] 


IN  THE  SENATE  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 

July  23  (legislative  day,  July  8),  1957 

Mr.  Magnuson  (by  request)  introduced  the  following  bill ;  which  was  read  twice 
and  referred  to  the  Committee  on  Interstate  and  Foreign  Commerce 

March  26  (legislative  day,  March  17),  1958 
Reported  by  Mr.  Magnuson,  with  an  amendment 

[Strike  out  all  after  the  enacting  clause  and  insert  the  part  printed  in  italic] 


A  BILL 

To  amend  the  Migratory  Bird  Hunting  Stamp  Act  of  March  16, 

1934,  as  amended. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  That  section  4  of  the  Migratory  Bird  Hunting  Stamp  Aet 

4  of  March  46j  1934  -(48  Statr  494)-,  as  amended,  is  further 

5  amended  hy  striking  out  subsection  -(a)-  thereof  and  insert- 

6  ing  in  heu  thereof  the  fohovdngr  ■-■(■a)-  Not  less  Bran  99 

7  per  centum  shah  he  available  for  the  location  and  ascertain 

8  merit  and  acquisition  of  suitable  areas  for  migratory  bird 

9  sanctuaries  under  the  provisions  of  the  Migratory  Bird  Con 

10  serration  Act,  to  be  expended  for  such  purposes  m  ah 

11  respects  as  moneys  appropriated  pursuant  to  the  provisions 
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el  seek  Act :  Provided?  That,  m  the  discretion  el  the 
tary  el  lire  Interior?  net  te  exceed  Sfe  per  centum  at  any 
ene  time;  el  any  area  acquired  in  accordance  with  the  pre¬ 
visions  el  the  Migratory  -Bird  Conservation  Act,  may  he 
administered  primarily  as  a  wildlife  management  area  net 
subject  te  the  prohibltiens  against  the  taking  el  birds;  er 
nests  er  the  eggs  thereof,  as  eontained  in  section  7-lbi  el 
this  titfey  except  that  ne  such  area  shah  be  epen  te  the 
shooting  el  migratory  birds  when  the  population  el  such 
birds  frequenting  the  area  er  in  the  migrations  utilizing  such 
area  is  en  a  decline;  net  prior  te  July  fe  4tfefe  er  the  date 
upon  which  the  same  has  been  fully  devefeped  as  a  manage¬ 
ment  area;  refuge;  reservation,  er  breeding  ground;  wlheh- 
ever  is  later: 

Be©:  A  That  subsection  -(h)-  of  said  section  4  be  renum¬ 
bered  “  (e)  and  a  new  subsection  ‘^{b)--  be  inserted  te 
read  as  follows :  “(b)  net  mere  than  hO  per  eentum  shall 
he  available  for  administration,  maintenance;  and  develop  • 
ment  el  migratory  bird  sanctuaries  under  the  provisions  el 
the  Migratory  Bird  Conservation  Aet  te  be  expended  fer 
such  purposes  in  ah  respects  as  moneys  appropriated  pur¬ 
suant  te  the  previsions  el  sueh  Act;  fer  the  administration; 
maintenance;  and  development  el  ether  refuges  under  the 
administration  el  the  Secretary  el  the  Interior  frequented 
game  birds;  and  fer  sueh  investigations  en  sueh 
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■refuges  and  elsewhere  m  regard  te  migratory  waterfowl  as 

f  1 1  uvt7  aI  iili  r>i  Tnf  pinov  li  i  n  /l  Anm  AOnAnfi  1  |ai»  fliA 

tllvJ  U  v  “I  I  t  til  V  Ul  Til  v/  JLlll  THUi  lllcl-  y  tit L  Till  vJuov.  il  LTcXl  lUr  1 11U 

highest  utilisation  of  the  refuges  and  for  the  pretest  ion  and 
increase  ef  these  birds.' 1 

SeO:  dr  hhe  Secretary  ef  the  Interior  is  authorized  te 
utilise  funds  made  avahahlc  under  subsection  -fn)-  this 
seetion  for  the  purposes  ef  sueh  sid>scetienT  and  sueh  ether 
funds  as  may  he  appropriated  fer  the  purposes  ef  sueh  sub¬ 
section,  er  ef  this  suhscetiony  te  aequire  by  lease,'  purehase- 
er  csehange7  small  wet  land  and  pothole  areas  te  he  desig¬ 
nated  as  “Waterfowl  Production  A-reasA  Such  small  areas 
shah  net  he  classified  as  “-N ational  Wildlife  Refuges”  and 
shah  net  he  subject  te  the  inviolate  sanctuary  provisions  ef 
this  Aeh 

✓ 

That  section  2  of  the  Migratory  Bird  Hunting  Stamp  Act 
of  March  16,  1934,  as  amended  (48  Stat.  451;  16  U.  S.  G. 
718b),  is  amended  by  striking  out  “ $2 ”  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  “$3”. 

Sec.  2.  Subsections  (a)  and  (b)  of  section  4  of  such 
Act  (16  U.  S.  C.  718d)  are  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“(a)  So  much  as  may  be  necessary  shall  be  used  by  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior  to  make  advance  allotments  to  the 
Post  Office  Department  at  such  times  and  in  such  amounts  as 
may  be  mutually  agreed  upon  by  the  Secretary  of  the  In¬ 
terior  and  the  Postmaster  General  for  direct  expenditure 
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by  the  Post  Office  Department  for  engraving,  printing,  is¬ 
suing,  selling,  and  accounting  for  migratory  bird  hunting 
stamps  and  moneys  received  from  the  sale  thereof. 

“(b)  Except  as  authorized  in  subsection  ( c )  of  this 
section,  the  remainder  shall  be  available  for  the  location, 
ascertainment,  and  acquisition  of  suitable  areas  for  migra¬ 
tory  bird  refuges  under  the  provisions  of  the  Migratory  Bird 
Conservation  Act  and  for  the  administrative  costs  incurred 
in  the  acquisition  of  such  areas:  Provided,  That  not  to  ex¬ 
ceed  40  per  centum  at  any  one  time  of  any  area  which 
heretofore  has  been  or  which  hereafter  may  be  acquired, 
reserved,  or  set  apart  for  the  use  of  the  Department  of  the 
Interior  as  an  inviolate  sanctuary  for  migratory  birds  under 
any  law,  proclamation,  or  Executive  order  may  be  admin¬ 
istered  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  in  his  discretion,  as 
a  wildlife  management  area  within  which  the  taking  of 
migratory  game  birds  may  be  permitted  under  such  regu¬ 
lations  as  he  may  prescribe:  Provided  further,  That,  notwith¬ 
standing  the  fact  that  such  lands  constitute  public  property, 
the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  shall  comply  with  the  require¬ 
ments  of  section  4  of  the  Administrative  Procedure  Act  (60 
St  at.  238)  in  issuing  regulations  pursuant  to  the  preceding 
proviso.” 

Sec.  3.  Section  4  of  such  Act  is  further  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  thereof  a  new  subsection  as  follows: 
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“( c)  The  Secretary  of  the  Interior  is  authorized  to 
utilize  funds  made  available  under  subsection  (b)  of  this  sec¬ 
tion  for  the  purposes  of  such  subsection,  and  such  other  funds 
as  may  be  appropriated  for  the  purposes  of  such  subsection, 
or  of  this  subsection,  to  acquire,  or  defray  the  expense  in¬ 
cident  to  the  acquisition  by  gift,  devise,  lease,  purchase,  or 
'exchange  of,  small  wetland  and  pothole  areas,  interests 
therein,  and  rights-of-way  to  provide  access  thereto.  Such 
small  areas,  to  be  designed  as  ‘Waterfowl  Production  Areas’, 
may  be  acquired  without  regard  to  the  limitations  and  re¬ 
quirements  of  the  Migratory  Bird  Conservation  Act,  but 
all  of  the  provisions  of  such  Act  which  govern  the  admin¬ 
istration  and  protection  of  lands  acquired  thereunder,  except 
the  inviolate  sanctuary  provisions  of  such  Act,  shall  be  ap¬ 
plicable  to  areas  acquired  pursuant  to  this  subsection.” 

Sec.  4.  The  amendment  made  by  the  first  section  of 
this  Act  shall  become  effective  on  July  1,  1959.  The  amend¬ 
ment  made  by  section  2  of  this  Act  making  available 
the  net  proceeds  of  all  moneys  received  in  the  migratory 
bird  conservation  fund  for  the  location,  ascertainment,  and 
acquisition  of  Waterfowl  Production  Areas  and  suitable 
areas  for  migratory  bird  refuges  shall  become  effective  on 
July  1,  1960.  The  remaining  amendments  made  by  this 
Act  shall  become  effective  on  the  date  of  the  enactment  of 
this  Act.  Any  unobligated  balance  remaining  in  the  migra- 


6 


1  tory  bird  conservation  fund  on  June  30,  1960,  shall  there- 

2  after  be  available  for  expenditure  only  for  the  purposes 

3  specified  in  the  Migratory  Bird  Hunting  Stamp  Act  of 

4  March  16, 1934,  as  amended  by  this  Act. 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  Rep.  Broxm,  Mo.,  introduced  and  discussed  self-help  dairy  stabiliza¬ 
tion  bill.  Rep.  Reuss  introduce^  and  discussed  brll  to  provide  direct  payments  to 
dairy  farmers.  Rep,  Hill  inserted  Secretary's  testimony  on  dairy  stabilization 
-kills. 

HOUSE 

1.  FOREIGN  TRADE.  Rep,  Bailey  inserted  an  article  by  Professor  David  Clark  dis¬ 

cussing  extension  or  the  Reciprocal  Trade  Agreements  Act\  "The  Coming  Contro¬ 
versy  in  Congress/Over  the  Extension  of  the  Trade  Agreements  Act  and  the  Ap¬ 
proval  of  the  United  States  Membership  in  the  Organization  3Spr  Trade  Coopera¬ 
tion  -  With  a  Background  Review."  pp.  7117-20 

Rep.  Byrd  Gorged  that  U.  S,  foreign  aid  and  trade  programs  b^"approached  in 
a  more  realistic  manner."  pp.  7121-22 

2.  UNEMPLOYMENT  COMPENSATION.  Passed  with  amendments  H.  R.  12065,  to  e\tend  un¬ 

employment  compensation  to  individuals  who  have  exhausted  their  benefits, 
pp.  7069-7111 

3.  TEXTILE  IMPORTS.  Rep.  Rogers,  Mass.,  urged  greater  restrictions  on  the  im- 
lortation  of  cotton  velveteens  from  Japan,  p.  7120 

*/  SMALL  BUSINESS.  Rep.  Patman  inserted  correspondence  between  himself  and  Gov. 

A.lmond  of  Va.  ,  discussing  the  merits  of  establishing  a  system  of  small  business’ 
capital  banks,  and  the  statement  of  Gov,  Roberts  of  R.  I.  favoring  such  banks, 
pp.  7123-24 
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COPYRIGHTS.  The  Judiciary  Committee  reported  with  amendment  H.  R.  8419,  to 
provide  a  legal  remedy  for  owners  of  copyrights  against  infringements  by  th< 
U.  S.  Government  (H.  Rept.  1682).  p.  7125 


6. 


LEGISLATIVE  PROGRAM.  Rep.  McCormack  announced  that  the  Consent  Calendar/will  be 
called  Mon.,  May  5,  the  Private  Calendar  on  Tues. ,  and  bills  on  Alaska"  state- 
hood  and  extension  of  the  Export -Import  Bank  may  be  considered  next  .week. 

M3 
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7.  ADJOURNED  until  Mon.,  May  5.  p.  7125 


SENATE 


8. 


lanent  the  existing 
7ill  now  be  sent  to 


IMPORTS.  Passed ^without  amendment  H.  R.  10112,  to  make  p 
privileges  of  fre\^  importation  of  guar  seed.  This  bill 
the  President,  p.  xp38 

Passed  without  an^ndment  H.  R.  11407,  to  extend  f^r  two  years  the  law 
allowing  free  importation  of  personal  and  household  goods  brought  into  the 
United  States  under  Government  orders.  This  bill/will  now  be  sent  to  the 
President,  p.  7038 

At  the  request  of  Sen.  talmadge,  passed  ove/  S.  666,  to  increase  the  duty 
on  imported  wheat  treated  wi\h  poisonous  substances  which  is  unfit  for  human 
consumption,  p.  7029 

Passed  as  reported  H.  R.  215\,  to  susp^fid  for  3  years  the  import  duties  on 
certain  coarse  wools,  p.  7038 


( 


99,  WOOL  PRICE  SUPPORTS.  At  the  request W  Sen.  Clark,  passed  over  S.  2861,  to 
extend  for  4  years  additional  the  National  Wool  Act  of  1954.  p.  7033 


10.  WILDLIFE.  At  the  request  of  Sen.  Talmadge,  passed  over  S.  2617,  to  authorize 
the  purchase  of  wetlands  and  small  areas  for  migratory  bird  sanctuaries, 
p.  7031 


11. 


PERSONNEL.  At  the  request  j6f  Sen.  Talmadge,  passed  over  H.  R.  4640,  to  amend 
the  Civil  Service  Retirement  Act  to  permit  persons  transferring  to  Non-Act 
positions  to  retain  voluntary  contribution  account's,  p.  7031  ( 

At  the  request  of  Sen.  Clark,  passed  over  S.  3195,  to  authorize  certain 
retired  personnel  oi/the  U.  S.  Government  to  accept  and  wear  decorations, 
presents,  and  othe/  gifts  from  certain  foreign  countries,  p.  7031 


12.  PACKERS.  At  the/request  of  Sen.  Talmadge,  passed  over  S.  \356,  to  transfer 
certain  functions  under  the  Packers  and  Stockyards  Act  froro^this  Department 
to  FTC.  p.  /033 


13.  AREA  REDEVELOPMENT.  At  the  request  of  Sen.  Clark,  passed  over  S. 
vide  for  area  redevelopment  program,  p.  7039 


3683,  to  pro- 


RECLA^ATION.  At  the  request  of  Sen.  Hruska  and  Sen.  Talmadge,  passedVover 
S. /Res.  299,  to  accelerate  construction  of  various  reclamation  projects  in  17 
W/stem  States,  p.  7041 


15./ 


'TEXTILES,  At  the  request  of  Sen.  Talmadge,  passed  over  S.  Res.  287,  to  authorize 
a  study  of  the  textile  industry  (p.  7035) .  This  measure  later  was  made  the 
Senate's  unfinished  business  (p.  7042). 
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The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

bill  was  ordered  to  be  engrossed 
third  reading,  read  the  third  time, 
assed. 


BILLS  PASSED  OVER 

The  bill  (S.  2617)  to  amend  the  Migra¬ 
tory  Bird  Hunting  Stamp  Act  of  March 
16,  1934,  as  amended,  was  announced  as 
next  in  order. 

Mr.  TALMADGE.  By  request,  I  ask 
that  the  bill  go  over. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Objec¬ 
tion  is  heard,  and  the  bill  will  be  passed 

°VThe  bin  (H.  ti.  454U)\ro  amend  tne 
Civil  Service  Retirement 'Act  with  re¬ 
spect  to  payments  from  voluntary  con¬ 
tributions  accounts,  was  announced  as 
next  in  order. 

Mr.  TALMADGE.  Mr.  Presidehj;,  over, 
as  not  proper  calendar  business. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Thd\bill 
will  be  passed  over. 

The  bill  (S.  3195)  to  authorize  ceiS 
tain  retired  personnel  of  the  UnitedN 
States  Government  to  accept  and  wear 
decorations,  presents,  and  other  things 
tendered  them  by  certain  foreign  gov¬ 
ernments,  was  announced  as  next  in 
order. 

Mr.  CLARK.  Over.  Mr.  President. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
will  be  passed  over. 


TAN  TAT  GEEN— CONCURRENT 
RESOLUTION  RECOMMITTED 

The  concurrent  resolution  (S.  Con. 
Res.  84)  withdrawing  suspension  of  de¬ 
portation  in  the  case  of  Tan  Tat  Geen 
was  announced  as  next  in  order. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  Over,  Mr.  President. 

Mr.  CLARK.  Mr.  President,  on  April 
21,  1958,  Senate  Concurrent  Resolution 
84  was  reported  favorably  by  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  the  Judiciary  and  was  placed 
on  the  Senate  Calendar.  Subsequent  to 
that  action  the  Immigration  and  Na¬ 
turalization  Service  addressed  a  letter  to 
the  Vice  President  asking  that  the  re- 
cision  of  the  deportation  previously^ 
ordered  in  a  previous  case  be  withdrawal 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  Senate 
Concurrent  Resolution  84  be  recom¬ 
mitted  to  the  Committee  on  the>audi- 
ciary. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER. /Ts  there 
objection?  Without  objection;  it  is  so 
ordered. 


RELIEF  OF  CERT^ 


ALIENS 


A-2154168,  Gerard,  Thursa  Bashey. 

A— 4296775,  Philippou,  Michael. 

A-5077628,  Abrams,  William. 

A-1884341,  Billeck,  Mike. 

A-1223150,  Franzone,  Peter. 

A— 8765622,  Ramos-Alonzo,  Valentin: 
A-4753944,  Souza,  Manuel  Francis. 

A— 1024497,  Strk,  Ilija. 

A--4317593,  Vir,  David. 

A-8844394,  Waulke,  Samuel  S. 

A-5940048,  Wienski  (Wiensky) ,  Nicholas. 
A-5858232,  Contreras-Munoz,  Jose. 
A-5969807,  Cehringer,  Henry  Charles. 
A-5472840,  Derymonjian,  Oskan. 

A-4285329,  Heeney,  William  Michael  Fran¬ 
cis. 

A— 4765082,  Lledo,  Jaime  Cano. 

A— 5987889,  Pietzak,  Joseph  Adam. 
A-5093624,  Anthonis,  Frank. 

A-3090457,  Butler,  Anna  Lucretia. 

'  A— 4335159,  Gugenhan,  Frederick. 

A-4011582,  Luper,  Max. 

A-3007376,  Orosco,  Nabor. 

A-l  199762,  Thompson,  Arthur  Fisher. 

A— 4792609,  Tima,  Emery  James. 

A— 5418531,  Kuch,  Bronislaw. 

A-2746556,  Nunez- Arreguin,  Francisco. 
A-4539823,  Sailer,  Johann  N. 

A— 1852300,  Valdastri,  Joseph. 

A-10139136,  Weiner,  Benjamin. 

A-2807195,  Burnett,  John  Lionel. 
VA-1229447,  Echevarria,  Felipe. 

V— 5048277,  Geller,  Samuel.  , 

AT5052632,  Israel  (Izrael) ,  Joseph. 
A-5611254,  Sollano  (Sallano) ,  Salv/tore. 
A-55&2838,  Sonneborn,  Herbert  Joseph. 
A-1895860,  Tellez-Lara,  Salvadq 
A-5967610,  Toy,  Nee. 

A-465619X  Wantroba  (Watroba) ,  Thomas. 
A-4717588/Zukowski,  Antonina. 

A-4282074,  Krawczuk,  Fej/r. 

A-2471862,  Miseer,  Ignat 
A— 8925175,  RichjvMartKa  Lucille. 

A-4926883,  LeoneNLlfldo. 

A-10255683,  Ross,  Maurice. 

A— 1899483,  Brav<yLu^io. 

A— 3073370,  Con^glio,  Anthony. 

A— 4495275,  Ev^hs,  Julia) 

A— 6151475,  I^wenthal,  Plii^ip  Herman. 
A-2053517yAalto,  George. 

A-889073]/  Constante-Frego^o,  Rogilio. 
A-10458jre5,  Espinosa-Delgado>Miguel. 
A-3818164,  Jugloff,  Theodore  Lot 
A-14K355,  Naftaniel,  Nick. 

A— U)155976,  Sederes,  James  George) 
-3339304,  Brini,  Pasquale  Luigi. 

C-2129962,  Flores,  Lino  B. 
rA-2157328,  Suarez,  Ysidro,  Jr. 

A--4760319,  Ho,  Chu  Hum. 

A— 6038920,  Liedtke,  Fred. 

A— 2481240,  Puretz,  Leo. 

A-3411085,  Tornello,  Michael. 

A-6487465,  Valenti,  Rocco. 


CAROLINA  M.  GOMES 


The  concurrent  re^6lution  (S.  Con. 
Res.  83)  for  the  relief  of  certain  aliens 
was  considered  ancLagreed  to,  as  follows : 

Resolved  by  the  Senate  (the  House  of  Rep¬ 
resentatives  concurring),  That  the  Congress 
favors  the  suspension  of  deportation  in  the 
case  of  each  .alien  hereinafter  named,  in 
which  case  /the  Attorney  General  has 
suspended  deportation  pursuant  to  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  section  244  (a)  (6)  of  the  Immigra¬ 
tion  and*'  Nationality  Act  (66  Stat.  214;  8 
U.  S.  C/1254  (c))  : 

A- 10150440,  Herrmann,  William  Ernst. 
A^4607807,  Latva,  Karl  Assari. 

Z-2752014,  Nagae,  Toshiyoshi. 

/A-2183058,  Ritchie,  Anna. 

A-2429881,  Rotzer,  John. 

A-2476554,  Akelaitis,  Anthony  Peter. 
A-5591361,  Brisbeno-Cerano,  Pablo. 


The  bill  (S.  1782)  for  the  relief  of 
Carolina  M.  Gomes  was  considered, 
ordered  to  be  engrossed  for  a  third  read¬ 
ing,  read  the  third  time,  and  passed,  as 
follows : 

Be  it  enacted,  etc.,  That  Carolina  M. 
Gomes,  who  lost  United  States  citizenship 
under  the  provisions  of  section  404  (b)  of 
the  Nationality  Act  of  1940,  may  be  natural¬ 
ized  by  taking,  prior  to/1  year  after  the  date 
of  the  enactment  of  this  act,  before  any  court 
referred  to  in  subsection  (a)  of  section  310 
of  the  Immigration  and  Nationality  Act  or 
before  any  diplomatic  or  consular  officer  of 
the  United  States  abroad,  an  oath  as  pre¬ 
scribed  by  section  337  of  such  act.  From 
and  after  naturalization  under  this  act,  the 
said  Carolina  M.  Gomes  shall  have  the  same 
citizenship  status  as  that  which  existed 
immediately  prior  to  its  loss. 


/ 


PEDER  STRAND 


/The  bill  (S.  1975)  for  the  relief  of 
3eder  Strand  was  considered,  ordered  to 
be  engrossed  for  a  third  reading,  read 
the  third  time,  and  passed,  as  follows: 

Be  it  enacted,  etc.,  That,  in  the  adminis¬ 
tration  of  the  Immigration  and  Nationality 
Act,  Peder  Strand  shall  be  held  to  meet  the 
requirements  for  physical  presence  set  forth 
in  section  316  (a)  (1)  of  that  act  and  may 
be  permitted  to  file  his  petition  for  naturali¬ 
zation  in  accordance  with  the  requirements 
of  sectloh  334  of  that  act:  Provided,  That 
such  petition  is  filed  not  later  than  1  year 
following  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this 
act. 


WAIVER  OF  CERTAIN  PROVISIONS 
OF  THE  IMMIGRATION  AND  NA¬ 
TIONALITY  ACT 

The  joint  resolution  (H.  J.  Res.  528) 
to  waive  certain  provisions  of  section  212 
(a)  of  the  Immigration  and  Nationality 
Act  in  behalf  of  certain  aliens  was  con¬ 
sidered,  ordered  to  a  third  reading,  read 
the  third  time,  and  passed. 


EERO  JUNO  VALKONEN 

The  bill  (S.  292)  for  the  relief  of  Eero 
Juno  Valkonen  was  considered,  ordered 
to  be  engrossed  for  a  third  reading,  read 
the  third  time,  and  passed,  as  follows: 

Be  it  enacted,  etc.,  That,  for  the  purposes 
of  the  Immigration  and  Nationality  Act, 
Eero  Juno  Valkonen  shall  be  held  and  con¬ 
sidered  to  have  been  lawfully  admitted  to 
the  United  States  for  permanent  residence 
as  of  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this  act, 
upon  payment  of  the  required  visa  fee.  ~ 


MRS.  HILDEGARD  PORKERT 

The  bill  (S.  2497)  for  the  relief  of  Mrs. 
Hildegard  Porker  t  was  considered, 
ordered,  ordered  to  be  engrossed  for  a 
third  reading,  read  the  third  time,  and 
passed,  as  follows: 

Be  it  enacted,  etc..  That,  for  the  purposes 
of  the  Immigration  and  Nationality  Act,  Mrs. 
Hildegard  Porkert  shall  be  held  and  con¬ 
sidered  to  have  been  lawfully  admitted  to  the 
United  States  for  permanent  residence  as  of 
the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this  act,  upon 
payment  of  the  required  visa  fee.  Upon 
the  granting  of  permanent  residence  to  such 
alien  as  provided  for  in  this  act,  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  State  shall  instruct  the  proper  quota- 
jontrol  officer  to  deduct  one  number  from  the 
iproproiate  quota  for  the  first  year  that 
sutdi  quota  is  available. 


LEONARDO  CASTANEDA  VARGAS 

The  bin  (S.  2997)  for  the  relief  of 
Leobardo  'Castaneda  Vargas  was  con¬ 
sidered,  ordered  to  be  engrossed  for  a 
third  reading\read  the  third  time,  and 
passed,  as  folio 

Be  it  enacted,  etb,.  That  the  Attorney  Gen' 
eral  is  authorized  and.  directed  to  discontinue 
any  deportation  proceedings  and  to  cancel 
any  outstanding  order\and  warrant  of  de¬ 
portation,  warrant  of  arrest,  and  bond,  which 
may  have  been  issued  in  tn4  case  of  Leobardo 
Castaneda  Vargas.  From  and  after  the  date 
of  enactment  of  this  act,  the\sald  Leobardo 
Castaneda  Vargas  shall  not  again  be  subject 
to  deportation  by  reason  of  the\same  facts 
upon  which  such  deportation  proceedings 
were  commenced  or  any  such  warrants  and 
order  have  issued. 


APOLONIA  QUILES  QUETG 
The  bill  (H.  R.  2935)  for  the  relief  o 
Apolonia  Quiles  Quetglas  was  consid- 
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ered.  ordered  to  a  third  reading,  read 
the  third  time,  and  passed. 


May 


M2.RIA  DITTENBERGER 

The  bill  "(H.  R.  8239)  for  the  relief  of 
Maria  Ditteriberger  was  considered,  or¬ 
dered  to  a  third  reading,  read  the  third 
time,  and  passedtk 


MICHAEL  l^OMANOFP 

The  bill  (H.  R.  834^V  for  the  relief  of 
Michael  Romanoff  wasNconsidered,  or¬ 
dered  to  a  third  reading, \jead  the  third 
time,  and  passed. 


FRED  G.  CLARK 

The  Senate  proceeded  to  consiiHer  the 
bill  (S.  1248)  for  the  relief  of  Frad  G. 
Clark,  which  had  been  reported  f&gm 
the  Committee  on  the  Judiciary  with 
amendment,  on  page  1,  line  6,  after  th? 
year  “1948”,  to  strike  out  “upon  payment 
of  the  required  visa  fee.  Upon  the 
granting  of  permanent  residence  to  such 
alien  as  provided  for  in  this  act,  the 
Secretary  of  State  shall  instruct  the 
proper  quota-control  officer  to  deduct 
one  number  from  the  appropriate  quota 
for  the  first  year  that  such  quota  is 
available”  and  insert  “and  to  have  met 
the  physical  presence  and  continuous  res¬ 
idence  requirements  of  section  316  of 
that  act,  notwithstanding  his  temporary 
periods  of  absence  from  the  United 
States  in  the  employment  of  the  United 
States  Armed  Forces :  Provided,  That  he 
file  a  petition  for  naturalization  not  later 
than  1  year  following  the  date  of  the  en¬ 
actment  of  this  act,”  so  as  to  make  the 
bill  read: 

Be  it  enacted,  etc..  That,  for  the  purposes 
of  the  Immigration  and  Nationality  Act, 
Fred  G.  Clark  shall  he  held  and  considered 
to  have  been  lawfully  admitted  to  the 
United  States  for  permanent  residence  as  of 
August  10,  1948,  and  to  have  met  the  physi¬ 
cal  presence  and  continuous  residence  re¬ 
quirements  of  section  316  of  that  act,  not¬ 
withstanding  his  temporary  periods  of  ab¬ 
sence  from  the  United  States  in  the  employ¬ 
ment  of  the  United  States  Armed  Forces: 
Provided,  That  he  file  a  petition  for  natu-y 
ralization  not  later  than  1  year  following  tlj 
date  of  the  enactment  of  this  act. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  engrossed 
for  a  third  reading,  read  the  thi^d  time, 
and  passed. 


JOSEPH  H.  Cl 

The  Senate  proceeded^)  consider  the 
bill  (S.  2940)  for  the  relief  of  Joseph  H. 
Choy,  which  had  been:  reported  from  the 
Committee  on  the/Judiciary  with  an 
amendment,  in  lipe  6,  after  the  word 
“April”,  to  strike  out  “10”  and  insert 
“5”;  so  as  to  rmnce  the  bill  read: 

Be  it  enactep,  etc..  That,  for  the  purposes 
of  the  Immigration  and  Nationality  Act, 
Joseph  H.  CRoy,  shall  be  held  and  considered 
to  have  be^n  lawfully  admitted  to  the  United 
States  for  permanent  residence  as  of  April  6, 
1941,  u/on  payment  of  the  required  visa  fee. 
Upon/he  granting  of  permanent  residence  to 
suchr  alien  as  provided  for  in  this  act,  the 
^retary  of  State  shall  instruct  the  proper 
iota-control  officer  to  deduct  one  number 


from  the  appropriate  quota  for  the  first  year 
that  such  quota  is  available. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  engrossed 
for  a  third  reading,  read  the  third  time, 
and  passed. 

KATINA  LECKAS  AND  ARGERY 
LECKAS 

The  Senate  proceeded  to  consider  the 
bill  (S.  3007)  for  the  relief  of  Katina  Lec- 
kas  and  Argery  Leckas,  which  had  been 
reported  from  the  Committee  on  the 
Judiciary,  with  an  amendment,  on  page 
2,  line  1,  after  the  words  “United  States”, 
to  insert  a  colon  and  “Provided,  That  no 
natural  parent,  by  virtue  of  such  par¬ 
entage,  shall  be  accorded  any  right, 
status,  or  privilege  under  the  Immigra¬ 
tion  and  Nationality  Act.”,  so  as  to  make 
the  bill  read: 

Be  it  enacted,  etc.,  That,  for  the  purposes 
of  sections  101  (a)  (27)  (A)  and  205  of  the 
migration  and  Nationality  Act,  Katina 
eckas  shall  be  held  and  considered  to  be  the 
neural-born  minor  alien  child  of  John  Lee-, 
kaska  citizen  of  the  United  States. 

SEtk  2.  For  the  purposes  of  sections  Jf 01 
(a)  (2^  (A)  and  205  of  the  Immigration 
and  Nalktnality  Act,  the  minor  child,  Argery 
Leckas,  sfifell  be  held  and  considereyr  to  be 
the  naturatyporn  alien  child  of  Jojm  Lekas 
a  citizen  ofMhe  United  States  './provid'ed, 
That  no  natural  parent,  by  virjrne  of  such 
parentage,  shal^e  accorded  tpy  right,  sta¬ 
tus,  or  privilege  u^der  the  Igftnigration  and 
Nationality  Act. 

The  amendment  agreed  to. 

The  bill  was  ordeaw  to  be  engrossed 
for  a  third  readin^/u-ea^  the  third  time, 
and  passed. 


The  amendments  were  ordered  to  be 
engrossed  and  the  joint  resolution  to  )fe 
read  a  third  time. 

The  joint  resolution  was  read  theyttiird 
time,  and  passed. 


RELIEF  OF  CERTAIN 


IENS 


ADMISSION^  INTO  THEX  UNITED 
STATEST  OF  CERTAIN  ATHENS 

The  Senate  proceeded  to  consider  the 
joint  r<yrolution  (H.  J.  Res.  527)  to  facili¬ 
tate  tbre  admission  into  the  United  Suites 
of  certain  aliens,  which  had  been 
pouted  from  the  Committee  on  the  JudS 
ejary,  with  amendments,  on  page  1,  after' 
le  enacting  clause,  to  strike  out  “That, 
for  the  purposes  of  sections  203  (a)  (3) 
and  205  of  the  Immigration  and  Na¬ 
tionality  Act,  the  minor  child,  Chan  Yak 
Shing,  shall  be  held  and  considered  to 
be  the  natural-bom  alien  child  of  Peter 
Chin,  also  known  as  Chan  Jung  Dot,  a 
lawfully  resident  alien  of  the  United 
States”;  at  the  beginning  of  line  8,  to 
strike  out  “Sec.  2.  For”  and  insert  “That, 
for”;  on  page  2,  at  the  beginning  of  line 
3,  to  change  the  section  number  from 
“3”  to  “2”;  at  the  beginning  of  line  8,  to 
change  the  section  number  from  “4”  to 
“3”;  at  the  beginning  of  line  13,  to 
change  the  section  number  from  “5”  to 
“4” ;  after  line  17,  to  strike  out: 

Sec.  6.  For  the  purposes  of  sections  101  (a) 
27  (A)  and  205  of  the  Immigration  and  Na¬ 
tionality  Act,  Kim  shun  Fong  shall  be  held 
and  considered  to  be  the  natural-born  alien 
minor  child  of  Thomas  L.  Fong,  a  citizen  of 
the  United  States. 

And,  on  page  3,  at  the  beginning  of  line 
1,  to  change  the  section  number  from 
“7”  to  “5”. 

The  amendments  were  agreed  to. 


The  Senate  proceeded  to/consider  the 
bill  (S.  952)  for  the  reHef  of  certain 
aliens,  which  had  been  reported  from  the 
Committee  on  the  /Judiciary,  with 
amendments,  on  pag/ 1,  line  6,  after  the 
name  “Lazaris”,  t p  insert  “and”,  and 
in  the  same  line,  inter  the  name  “Kirit- 
siz”,  to  strike  out  “and  Harilaos  F.  Iko- 
nomou”,  so  as  m  make  the  bill  read: 

Be  it  enactau  etc.,  That,  for  the  purposes 
of  the  Immigration  and  Nationality  Act, 
KonstantinAl.  Moutsos  (also  known  as  Mil- 
ton  K.  Moutsos) ,  Vasilios  Jetos,  Loucas  Zup- 
pas,  George  Nerantzis,  Dimitrios  Lazaris,  and 
KimonrKiritsiz  shall  be  held  and  considered 
to  have  been  lawfully  admitted  to  the  United 
Stares  for  permanent  residence  as  of  the  date 
(/the  enactment  of  this  act,  upon  payment 
of  the  required  visa  fees.  Upon  the  granting 
rof  permanent  residence  to  such  aliens  as 
provided  for  in  this  act,  the  Secretary  of 
State  shall  instruct  the  proper  quota-control 
officer  to  deduct  the  required  numbers  from 
the  appropriate  quota  or  quotas  for  the  first 
year  that  such  quota  or  quotas  are  available. 

The  amendments  were  agreed  to. 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  engrossed 
for  a  third  reading,  read  the  third  time, 
and  passed. 

LASZLO  KALMAR 

The  Senate  proceeded  to  consider  the 
bill  (S.  2310)  for  the  relief  of  Laszlo 
Kalmar,  which  had  been  reported  from 
the  Committee  on  the  Judiciary,  with 
amendments,  on  page  1,  line  6,  after  the 
word  “Act”,  to  insert  “be  issued  a  visa 
and”,  and,  at  the  beginning  of  line  10, 
to  insert  “Public  Health  Service,  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Health,  Education,  and  Wel¬ 
fare”,  so  as  to  make  the  bill  read: 

Be  it  enacted,  etc..  That,  notwithstanding 
the  provisions  of  paragraph  (6)  of  section 

212  (a)  of  the  Immigration  and  Nationality 
ict,  Laszlo  Kalmar  may,  if  he  is  found  to 

otherwise  admissible  under  the  provisions 
o^euch  act,  be  issued  a  visa  and  be  admit¬ 
tedly  the  United  States  for  permanent  resi- 
'  dencak  under  such  conditions  and  controls 
as  the^ttorney  General,  after  consultation 
with  tlX  Surgeon  General  of  the  United 
States  PxmJic  Health  Service,  Department  of 
Health,  Education,  and  Welfare,  deems  nec¬ 
essary  to  imptose.  A  suitable  or  proper  bond 
or  undertakiiV  approved  by  the  Attorney 
General,  shall  Bfe  given  by  or  on  behalf  of 
the  said  Laszlo  ^ilmar  in  the  same  man¬ 
ner  and  subject  tXthe  same  conditions  as 
bonds  or  undertakings  given  under  section 

213  of  such  act.  Th^kact  shall  apply  only 
to  grounds  for  exclus^n  under  paragraph 
(6)  of  section  212  (a)  sK  such  act  known 
to  the  Secretary  of  Stat^yr  the  Attorney 
General  prior  to  the  date  o\,the  enactment 
of  this  act. 

The  amendments  were  agisted  to. 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be\ngrossed 
for  a  third  reading,  read  the  th\j  time, 
and  passed. 


PETER  LISZCZYNSKI 

The  Senate  proceeded  to  consider  th2 
bill  (S.  2350)  for  the  relief  of  Peter 


' 


i-*'  '<&  i  - 


\uMif  Hsr 


The  Appropriations  Committee  ordered  reported  with  amendments  H.  R.  2428, 
the  State,  Justice,  Judiciary  appropriation  bill  for  1959.  p.  D514 

H.  R.  12540,  the  Commerce  Department  appropriation  bill  for  1959,  was^ade 
the  unfinished  business,  p.  9460 


12.  WILDLIFE.  Passed  with  amendments  S.  2617,  to  authorize  the  purchase  by  the 

Secretary  of  the  Interior  of  wetlands  and  small  areas  for  migratory  bird  sanc¬ 
tuaries  from  funds  collected  from  the  sale  of  Migratory  Bird  hunting  stamps  (at 
$3.00  instead  of  $2.00);  and  allows  the  opening  of  up  to  forty  percent  of  the 
lands  to  hunting.  Adopted  the  committee  amendments  and  an  amendnent  by  Sen. 
Carlson  to  allow  the  Post  Office  all  expenses  in  connection  with  the  sale  of 
Duck  Stamps  and  not  merely  direct  expenditures,  pp.  9405-8 

13.  SMALL  BUSINESS.X  Passed  with  amendments  S.  3651,  to  make/equity  capital  and 
long-term  credic^more  readily  available  for  small-business  concerns,  pp. 
9432-60 


0 


14.  PROPERTY.  The  Governhient  Operations  Committee  reported  with  amendments 

S.  3142,  to  authorize \he  lease  of  Federal  building  sites  until  needed  for 
actual  construction  (S.N^ept.  1682).  p.  9392 


15.  INSPECTION.  The  Government  Operations  Committee  reported  without  amendment 

S.  3873,  to  authorize  the  interchange  of  inspection  services  between  agencies 
(S.  Rept.  1681).  p.  9392 

16.  EDUCATIONAL  EXCHANGE.  Sen.  JavitsXin sorted  the  latest  progress  report  on  the 

cultural,  technical,  and  educational  exchange  program,  including  six  U.  S. — 
agricultural  delegations  scheduled/th  visit  Russia  before  the  end  of  1958, 
with  six  Russian  delegations  to  ylsitNiere.  pp.  9461-2 

17.  TIMBER.  Sen.  Neuberger  inserted  two  articles  on  the  projected  timber  situation, 

one  based  on  Forest  Service  /Studies  which  concluded  a  timber  shortage  would 
come  about  by  the  year  20QQr,  and  one  based  on  timber  industry  statements  that 
reforestation  was  staying/ ahead  of  use,  and  that  more  timber  will  be  grcrwn 
than  will  be  cut  every  year  through  the  year  2UQ0.  pp.  9462-4 


) 


18.  WHEAT.  Sen.  Humphrev/lnserted  a  resolution  from  th^  Benner,  Minn.,  Farmers' 
Union  local,  urging/wheat  producers  to  vote  for  pric^  supports  and  marketing 
quotas  on  the  195y  wheat  crop.  p.  9392 

19.  LEGISLATIVE  PROGRAM.  Sen.  Johnson  announced  that  H.  R.  7^53,  to  simplify  the 
work  of  the  gorest  Service,  and  H.  R.  5497,  to  authorize  Federal  aid  for  cer¬ 
tain  fish  aj/d  wildlife  development  projects  under  the  Watershed  Protection  and 
Flood  Prey6ntion  Act,  were  programmed  for  early  considerations  with  several 
appropriation  bills  to  be  considered  when  they  have  gained  clearance,  p.  9391 


XIBCB  IN  APPENDIX 

20.  FOREIGN  AID.  Extension  of  remarks  of  Sen.  Humphrey  criticizing  the  aaqinis- 
ration's  ’’retreat"  on  the  Battle  Act  amendment  during  consideration  or^the 
'mutual  security  bill,  and  inserting  2  editorials  on  this  subject,  pp. 

A5206-7 

'll,  RESEARCH.  Extension  of  remarks  of  Sen.  Wiley  describing  increased  achievement 
due  to  the  availability  of  high-speed  electronic  computers,  pp*  A5 207-9 


i 
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12.  ECONOMIC  SITUATION.  Extension  of  remarks  of  Sen.  Proxmire  discussing  the 

present  recession  and  inserting  articles  describing  the  costs,  some  of  whict 


are  "forever  lost."  pp.  A5212-3 


Rep.  Roosevelt  inserted  a  report  of  the  Conference  on  Economic  Progrej 
"■Recession,  Cause  and  Cure."  pp.  A5259-60 


23.  FOREIGN  TRADE.  Various  insertions  favoring  and  opposing  the  propose  /extension 
of  ttifc,  Trade  Agreements  Act.  pp.  A5215-8,  A5224-5,  A5228-9,  A5238/  0,  A5254 


of  July 


24.  MEATS,'  E3*tension  of  remarks  of  Rep.  Arends  commending  the  desij 
as  National  Hot  Dog  Month,  p.  A5242 

Extensio\  of  remarks  of  Rep.  Miller,  Nebr. ,  discussing  value  of  meat 
in  the  human  Miet,  and  favoring  legislation  to  provide  a  c  k-off  system  on 
livestock  sale\  for  meat  research  and  promotion,  pp.  A524  5 


25.  CITRUS  PRICES.  Extension  of  remarks  of  Rep.  Haley  defending  the  Fla.  Citrus 
Commission  against \harges  that  it  "has  been  used  to/effectively  rig  prices 


of  Florida  orange  jui 


II 


and  inserting  a  statement/ of  the  general  manager  of 


the  Commission  and  a  newspaper  editorial  on  the  matter,  pp.  A5242-43 


( 


26.  MILK.  Sen.  Thye  inserted  newspaper  editorial/  "For  Milk  Barriers, y  discuss*- 
ing  "Federal  and  State  milk\barriers  that  ex/iude  Midwest  milk,  cream,  or 
their  products  from  the  eastern  and  southern  markets."  p.  A5228 


27.  FOOD  ADDITIVES.  Rep.  McCormack  \nserted/4  letter  from  the  director  of  the 

Division  of  Food  and  Drugs,  Mass\  opposing  legislation  which  would  amend  the 
Food  and  Drug  Act  to  exempt  pesticl^/ chemicals  when  used  in  or  on  any  raw 
agricultural  commodity  which  is  th^njroduce  of  the  soil.  p.  A5238 


BILLS  INTRODUCED 


28.  FARM  PROGRAM.  S.  3963,  by  Ser/  Talmadge,  H.  R.  12845,  by  Rep.  Colmer,  to 
provide  a  new  farm  program  for  basic  agricultural  commodities  under  which  ex¬ 
cessive  and  burdensome  Federal  controls  on  agriculture  will  be  eliminated, 
and  under  which  American/agriculture  will  be  restored  to  a  free  enterprise 
basis;  to  Agriculture  and  Forestry  Committee  ana\Agriculture  Committee. 
Remarks  of  Sen.  Talmadge.  pp.  9394-6  \ 

H.  R.  12840,  by  Rep.  Ashley,  "to  amend  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of 
1938";  to  Agriculture  Committee. 


29.  FARM  PROGRAM;  PUBLIC  LAW  480.  H.  R.  12860,  by  Rep.  Coolly,  to  extend  and 

amend  the  Agricultural  Trade  Development  and  Assistance  Act  of  1954;  to  amend 
the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938  and  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949  with 
respect  to/acreage  allotment  and  price  support  programs  forN^ice,  cotton,  wool 
wheat,  m/lk,  and  feed  grains;  to  Agriculture  Committee. 


30.  AWARDS/  S.  3968,  by  Sen.  Humphrey,  to  provide  for  the  conferringNof  an  award 
to  be  known  as  the  Medal  for  Distinguished  Civilian  Achievement;  t^  Labor  and 
Pu>TLic  Welfare  Committee.  Remarks  of  author,  pp.  9396-9403 


31.  /EANUTS.  H.  R.  12842,  by  Rep.  Burleson,  to  amend  the  peanut,  price- support 
provisions  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938  and  the  Agricultural 
Act  of  1949;  to  Agriculture  Committee. 


32.  TRANSPORTATION.  H.  R.  12843,  by  Rep.  Church,  to  amend  the  Interstate  Commerct 
Act,  as  amended,  so  as  to  strengthen  and  improve  the  national  transportation 
system;  to  Interstate  and  Foreign  Commerce  Committee. 
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“If  there  is  to  be  any  fighting  at  all  be¬ 
yond  a  minor  incident,  we  are  all  going 
commit  suicide  and  genocide.” 
le  natural  and  inevitable  public  re¬ 
action,  which  has  been  evident  in  Ger- 
manyMind  some  other  continental  coun¬ 
tries,  for  some  time,  and  is  now  gaining 
a  considerable  hold  in  Britain,  is  to  say: 
“Thank  you  very  much,  we  will  choose 
nothing”:  and  as  a  result,  we  are  now 
being  faced  Vith  widespread  demands 
for  unilateral  nuclear  disarmament,  and 
varying  degrees\f  nonviolent  resistance 
and  pacifism. 

This  situation  ar’Ises,  of  course,  from 
our  dilemma  of  not  'being  able  to  deal 
with  Communist  conventional  forces, 
without  using  at  leasts,  some  nuclear 
weapons.  The  dilemma Nvould  not  oc¬ 
cur  in  the  case  of  a  minor  incident,  which 
could  be  dealt  with  by  conventional 
forces  only,  or  in  the  unlikely,  event  of 
an  all-out  Communist  aggressiok,  which 
would  be  all  too  likely  to  lead  uq  total' 
global  war,  whatever  our  policy. 

The  dilemma  lies  in  the  large  “grey 
area”  in  between  these  two  fairly  clear- 
cut  situations,  where  arguments  and  conN 
flicts  may  well  arise,  either  due  to  lim-' 
ited  Communist  aggression,  or  to  Com¬ 
munist  miscalculation,  following  perhaps 
the  action  of  some  third  party  like  Egypt 
or  Korea. 

He  makes  three  suggestions  regarding 
our  dilemma  in  this  grey  area.  First, 
that  the  basic  aim  of  Western  defense 
policy  should  be  to  escape  from  the  di¬ 
lemma,  and  to  get  into  a  position  in 
which  we  are  able  to  deal  with  limited 
threats  by  limited  means. 

And  then  he  suggests  that  in  order  to 
achieve  this  aim,' we  have  to  take  two 
simultaneous  and  interdependent  courses 
of  action.  The  first  is  openly  to  estab¬ 
lish  a  distinction  between  local  tactical 
atomic  war  and  total  global  war,  which 
at  the  moment  most  people  think  is  im¬ 
possible.  The  second  is  openly  to  ac¬ 
cept  the  overall  balance  of  power  or 
stalemate  in  terms  of  total  global  war,  as 
I  have  already  suggested. 

These  two  courses  of  action  should  be, 
pursued  as  well  as — not  instead  of — dis/ 
armament,  for  it  is  no  good  waiting  for 
disarmament  alone  to  release  us  t/om 
our  dilemma.  Only  when  the  Commu¬ 
nists  see  that  we  are  going  to  geVout  of 
our  dilemma  by  our  own  exert/ns,  will 
they,  in  my  view,  strive  for  ef^ctive  dis¬ 
armament,  genuinely. 

But  what  is  urgently  required  as  a 
first  step  toward  restoring the  local  bal¬ 
ance  of  power,  is  to  convince  the  world 
that  tactical  atomic  war  can  be  strictly 
limited,  and  that  it/need  not  spread  to 
total  global  war.  Xhis>  Mr-  Dulles  has 
made  1  or  2  halfhearted  attempts  to 
do,  and  he  has  J5een  later  supported  by 
Mr.  Lester  Pearson  and  others.  But,  as 
yet,  NATO  policy  does  not  seem  to  have 
moved  anj/appreciable  distance  in  this 
direction/md  in  England  the  last  defense 
white  paper  and  subsequent  government 
statements  have  left  that  country  in 
considerable  disunity  and  confusion  on 

thijn>oint. 

the  third  conclusion  to  be  drawn 
that  the  first  course  of  action  required 
ris  an,  open  declaration  establishing,  in 
general  terms,  a  distinction  between  lo¬ 


cal  tactical  atomic  and  total  global  war. 
Either  we  must  do  that,  or  stop  spend¬ 
ing  such  vast  sums  on  tactical  atomic 
weapons. 

Now  although  this  will  do  much  to 
help  restore  the  local  balance  of  power, 
it  will  not  in  itself  complete  it.  For  this, 
considerable  greater  resources  and  pri¬ 
ority  require  to  be  devoted  to  the  pro¬ 
vision  of  stronger  and  more  mobile  tac¬ 
tical  forces  of  all  sorts,  both  conventional 
and  atomic. 

Now,  Mr.  President,  what  is  the  nature 
of  a  local  tactical  war — atomic  if  need 
be?  How  shall  it  be  waged  and  how  lim¬ 
ited?  These  questions  I  propose  to  dis¬ 
cuss  in  my  talk  tomorrow. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Talmadge  in  the  chair).  Is  there  fur¬ 
ther  morning  business? 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  I  suggest 
the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to  call, 
the  roll. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that/he 
order  for  the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  /With- 
o\t  objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

there  further  morning  /business? 
If  ndt,  morning  business  is  coocluded. 


CONSTRUCTION  AND JBALE  OF  TWO 
SUPERLINER  PASSENGER  VESSELS 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of /Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  ask  tne  Ch/ir  'to  lay  before  the 
Senate  the  unmanned  business. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Chair  lays  befdre\{ie  Senate  the  unfin¬ 
ished  business. 

The  Senate  resumeH.  the  consideration 
of  the  bilJAH.  R.  11451\to  authorize  the 
construction  and  sale  by  the  Federal 
Maritime  Board  of  a  superliner  passenger 
vessel  equivalent  to  the  steainship  United 
Stapes  and  a  superliner  passenger  vessel 
fgr  operation  in  the  Pacific  0\ean,  and 
>r  other  purposes. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  Mr.  Prudent, 
House  bill  11451  authorizes  theNcon- 
struction  of  two  superliner  passenger 
vessels  to  be  built  by  United  States  sni] 
operators,  one  in  the  Atlantic  and  on< 
in  the  Pacific.  Although  the  Maritime 
Act  of  1936  provides  a  construction  dif¬ 
ferential,  the  real  reason  for  the  bill  is 
that  the  construction  of  these  two  vessels 
for  defense  purposes  will  require  much 
more  speed  than  the  construction  of  the 
ordinary  passenger  vessel. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Mr.  President,  I 
wonder  if  the  Senator  will  yield  to  me 
in  order  that  I  may  suggest  the  ab¬ 
sence  of  a  quorum.  The  Senator  from 
Delaware  [Mr.  Williams]  desires  to  be 
present. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  I  am  aware  of  that. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  I  understand  that 
he  did  not  expect  the  order  for  the 
quorum  call  to  be  rescinded.  Under  the 
circumstances,  I  wonder  if  the  Senator 
from  Washington  will  yield  to  me  in 
order  that  I  may  suggest  the  absence  of 
a  quorum. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  I  yield. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  I  am  not 
trying  to  obtain  a  “live”  quorum. 


Mr.  KNOWLAND.  I  should  lik/f  to 
have  the  Senator  from  Delaware  present. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  I  understand  that 
the  Senator  from  Delaware  ,  has  an 
amendment,  with  which  th/  Senator 
from  Maryland  [Mr.  Butler/  and  I  are 
familiar.  We  shall  be  glac/to  accept  it. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  I  §*fggest  the  ab¬ 
sence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  /OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  rc 

The  legislative  cJArk  proceeded  to  call 
the  roll. 

Mr.  JOHNSO/T  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  ask  uqAnimous  consent  that  the 
order  for  tha/juorum  call  be  rescinded. 

Mr.  KNQWLAND.  Mr.  President - 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  ye  have  had  two  quorum  calls 
while  Waiting  for  the  Senator  from  Dela¬ 
ware/  There  is  a  bill  on  which  the  Sena- 
tor/rom  Kansas  [Mr.  Carlson]  and  the 
Senator  from  Washington  [Mr.  Magnu- 
*on]  have  agreed,  and  to  which,  I  be- 
Tieve,  there  is  no  objection.  We  could 
profitably  use  the  time  of  the  Senate  in 
disposing  of  that  bill  while  waiting  for 
the  Senator  from  Delaware  to  arrive. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  If  the  Senator 
would  wait  for  just  another  minute,  I 
would  appreciate  it.  For  the  moment,  I 
object  to  the  request  of  the  Senator  from 
Texas. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  continue  the  call  of  the  roll. 
Objection  is  heard. 

The  legislative  clerk  resumed  the  call 
of  the  roll. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  order 
for  the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With¬ 
out  objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


AMENDMENT  OF  MIGRATORY  BIRD 
HUNTING  STAMP  ACT  OF  1934 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  move  that  the  Senate  proceed  to 
the  consideration  of  Calendar  1455,  S. 
2617. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
will  be  stated  by  title  for  the  informa¬ 
tion  of  the  Senate. 

The  Chief  Clerk.  A  bill  (S.  2617)  to 
amend  the  Migratory  Bird  Hunting 
Stamp  Act  of  March  16,  1934,  as  amend¬ 
ed. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion  of 
the  Senator  from  Texas. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to,  and  the 
Senate  proceeded  to  consider  the  bill, 
which  had  been  reported  from  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Interstate  and  Foreign  Com¬ 
merce  with  an  amendment  to  strike  out 
all  after  the  enacting  clause  and  insert: 

That  section  2  of  the  Migratory  Bird 
Hunting  Stamp  Act  of  March  16,  1934,  as 
amended  (48  Stat.  451;  16  U.  S.  C.  718b), 
is  amended  by  striking  out  “$2”  and  insert¬ 
ing  in  lieu  thereof  ”$3.” 

Sec.  2.  Subsections  (a)  and  (b)  of  sec¬ 
tion  4  of  such  act  (16  U.  S.  C.  718d)  are 
amended  to  read  as  follows; 

“(a)  So  much  as  may  be  necessary  shall 
be  used  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  to 
make  advance  allotments  to  the  Post  Office 
Department  at  such  times  and  in  such 
amounts  as  may  be  mutually  agreed  upon 
by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  and  the 


9406 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  SENATE 


'June  9 

s 


Postmaster  General  for  direct  expenditure  by 
the  Post  Office  Department  for  engraving, 
printing,  Issuing,  selling,  and  accounting  for 
migratory  bird  hunting  stamps  and  moneys 
received  from  the  sale  thereof. 

"(b)  Except  as  authorized  in  subsection 
(C)  of  this  section,  the  remainder  shall  be 
available  for  the  location,  ascertainment, 
and  acquisition  of  suitable  areas  for  migra¬ 
tory  bird  refuges  under  the  provisions  of 
the  Migratory  Bird  Conservation  Act  and  for 
the  administrative  costs  incurred  in  the  ac¬ 
quisition  of  such  areas:  Provided ,  That  not 
to  exceed  40  per  centum  at  any  one  time  of 
any  area  which  heretofore  has  been  or  which 
hereafter  may  be  acquired,  reserved,  or  set 
apart  for  the  use  of  the  Department  of  the 
Interior  as  an  inviolate  sanctuary  for  mi¬ 
gratory  birds  under  any  law,  proclamation, 
or  Executive  order  may  be  administered  by 
the  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  in  his  discre¬ 
tion,  as  a  wildlife  management  area  within 
which  the  taking  of  migratory  game  birds 
may  be  permitted  under  such  regulations  as 
he  may  prescribe:  Provided  further.  That, 
notwithstanding  the  fact  that  such  lands 
constitute  public  property,  the  Secretary  of 
the  Interior  shall  comply  with  the  require¬ 
ments  of  section  4  of  the  Administrative 
Procedure  Act  (60  Stat.  238)  in  issuing  reg¬ 
ulations  pursuant  to  the  preceding  proviso." 

Sec.  3.  Section  4  of  such  Act  is  further 
amended  by  adding  at  the  end  theerof  a  new 
subsection  as  follows: 


‘‘(c)  The  Secretary  of  the  Interior  is  au¬ 
thorized  to  utilize  funds  made  available 
under  subsection  (b)  of  this  section  for 
the  purposes  of  such  subsection,  and  such 
other  funds  as  may  be  appropriated  for  the 
purposes  of  such  subsection,  or  of  this  sub¬ 
section,  to  acquire,  or  defray  the  expense 
incident  to  the  acquisition  by  gift,  devise, 
lease,  purchase,  or  exchange  of,  small  wet¬ 
land  and  pothole  areas,  interests  therein,  and 
rights-of-way  to  provide  access  thereto. 
Such  small  areas,  to  be  designed  as  ‘water- 
fowl  production  areas,’  may  be  acquired 
without  regard  to  the  limitations  and  re¬ 
quirements  of  the  Migratory  Bird  Conser¬ 
vation  Act,  but  all  of  the  provisions  of  such 
act  which  govern  the  administration  and 
protection  of  lands  acquired  thereunder,  ex¬ 
cept  the  inviolate  sanctuary  provisions  of 
such  act,  shall  be  applicable  to  areas  acquired 
pursuant  to  this  subsection” 

Sec.  4.  The  amendment  made  by  the  first 
section  of  this  act  shall  become  effective  on 
July  1,  1959.  The  amendment  made  by  sec¬ 
tion  2  of  this  act  making  available  the  net 
proceeds  of  all  moneys  received  in  the  mi¬ 
gratory  bird  conservation  fund  for  the  loca¬ 
tion,  ascertainment,  and  acquisition  of 
waterfowl  production  areas  and  suitable  areas 
for  migratory  bird  refuges  shall  become  effec¬ 
tive  on  July  1,  1960.  The  remaining  amend¬ 
ments  made  by  this  act  shall  become  effective 
on  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this  act. 
Any  unobligated  balance  remaining  in  the 
migratory  bird  conservation  fund  on  June  30, 
1960,  shall  thereafter  be  available  for  ex¬ 
penditure  only  for  the  purposes  specified  in 
the  Migratory  Bird  Hunting  Stamp  Act  of 
March  16,  1934,  as  amended  by  this  act. 


Mr.  MAGNUSON.  Mr.  President,  by 
way  of  a  brief  explanation  of  the  bill, 
I  should  like  to  say  that  for  many  years 
the  Government  has  been  issuing  duck 
stamps.  If  there  are  any  duck  hunters 
among  Senators,  they  know  that  they 
apply  for  a  duck  hunting  stamp  and  pay 
$2  for  it.  It  is  good  for  1  year.  The 
purpose  of  the  duck  stamp  is  to  accumu¬ 
late  funds  with  which  to  acquire  wet¬ 
lands,  so-called,  along  the  flyways  of  the 
United  States.  They  are  the  Middle, 
the  Atlantic,  and  the  Pacific  Coast  fly- 
ways.  The  purpose  is  to  preserve  the 


habitat  and  the  wildlife  refuges  of  the 
ducks. 

From  the  sale  of  these  stamps  the 
Government  has  collected  $54,029,540, 
and  the  Department  of  the  Interior  has 
been  using  over  83  percent  of  that 
money  for  administrative  purposes.  The 
result  is  that  this  year  out  of  $4,500,000 
received  from  duck  stamp  sales  there 
is  left  only  about  $1,600,000  which  is 
available  for  the  acquisition  of  wetlands. 
The  program  calls  for  the  acquisition 
of  approximately  4  million  acres  of  wet¬ 
lands.  With  only  $1,600,000  available 
of  the  $4,500,000  which  is  being  collected 
from  the  sale  of  duck  stamps,  we  have 
not  been  making  very  much  progress  in 
the  acquisition  of  the  wetlands.  It*  is 
estimated  that  at  the  present  rate  it  will 
take  60  or  70  years  to  carry  out  the 
program. 

About  a  year  ago  I  introduced  a  bill 
which  made  it  mandatory  that  at  least 
75  percent  of  the  money  collected  from 
the  sale  of  duck  stamps  be  used  for  the 
acquisition  of  wetlands.  The  Depart¬ 
ment  of  the  Interior  not  only  endorsed 
the  bill  but  gave  testimony  to  the  effect 
that  they  believed  100  percent  of  the 
money  should  be  designated  for  the  ac¬ 
quisition  of  wetlands  which  it  is  neces¬ 
sary  to  acquire  under  the  program. 

The  result  is  the  bill  before  the  Senate, 
which  has  the  endorsement  of  the  De¬ 
partment  of  the  Interior — the  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Service  particularly — and  of  all 
the  wildlife  associations,  as  well  as  hunt¬ 
ers.  The  hunters,  incidentally,  will  have 
to  pay  a  dollar  more  than  last  year  for 
the  stamp.  Every  bit  of  the  money,  with 
the  exception  of  the  small  amount  which 
is  needed  for  the  printing  of  the  stamps 
by  the  Post  Office  Department,  will  be 
used  for  carrying  out  the  program  of  ac¬ 
quisition  of  wetlands  in  the  United 
States.  The  present  distinguished  occu¬ 
pant  of  the  chair,  the  Senator  from 
Georgia  [Mr.  Talmadge],  knows  that  a 
great  many  ducks  fly  through  Georgia 
and  through  North  Carolina  and  South 
Carolina.  The  program  for  the  next  4 
years  calls  for  the  acquisition  of  more 
than  20,000  acres  in  Georgia  and  a  great 
deal  more  in  North  Carolina  and  South 
Carolina,  and  throughout  the  flyways  of 
the  United  States. 

So  far  as  I  know,  the  bill  has  been  en¬ 
dorsed  by  every  organization  in  the 
United  States  which  is  concerned  with 
wildlife.  The  Audubon  Society  and  the 
Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  the  Interior  are  in  favor  of  it. 
As  I  have  said,  the  charge  for  the  duck 
stamp  will  be  a  dollar  more  than  previ¬ 
ously.  If  the  bill  is  passed,  we  hope  to  be 
able  to  complete  the  whole  program  in 
about  19  years,  by  acquiring  all  the  lands 
needed  to  preserve  the  wildlife  flyways, 
particularly  for  ducks  and  game  birds. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT  rose. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  The  flyway  goes 
through  Arkansas,  too. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  I  wish  to  commend 
the  Senator  for  his  interest  in  wildlife, 
especially  in  the  preservation  of  our 
duck -hunting  activities  in  this  country. 
My  State,  as  the  Senator  knows,  is  ex- 
ti-emely  interested  in  this  matter,  and 
has  some  excellent  duck  hunting. 


Mr.  MAGNUSON.  The  program  con¬ 
templates  in  the  middle  flyway - 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  The  Mississippi 
Valley  flyway. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  Yes.  It  contem¬ 
plates  the  acquisition  of  a  great  area  of 
wetlands.  I  believe  we  will  save  a  great 
deal  of  money  if  the  bill  is  enacted 
promptly,  because  when  we  started  the 
program  the  average  cost  of  the  land 
was  $3  an  acre.  The  cost  has  now  gone 
up  to  $40  an  acre.  The  quicker  we  get 
the  bill  passed,  the  better  off  we  will 
be  from  that  standpoint.  I  was  espe¬ 
cially  pleased  with  the  interest  of  the 
people  in  the  wildlife  organizations — the 
Audubon  Society,  and  others.  The 
Audubon  Society  said  they  thought  they 
would  be  able  to  sell  a  great  many  duck 
stamps,  not  necessarily  to  people  who 
want  to  shoot  ducks,  but  who  want  to 
preserve  the  natural  habitat  of  wild¬ 
life,  much  of  which  extends  along  the 
major  flyways  of  the  United  States.  So 
far  as  I  know,  the  bill  has  had  the  unan¬ 
imous  support  of  such  organizations. 
The  bill  will  go  a  long  way  toward  doing 
what  we  had  planned  to  do  for  many 
years. 

I  will  say  to  the  Senator  from  Del¬ 
aware,  the  Senator  from  Arkansas,  and 
the  Senator  from  Texas,  that  we  have 
sometimes  been  plagued  to  know  how  to 
handle  the  appropriations  in  connection 
with  this  matter.  The  Department  of 
the  Interior  will  now  come  to  Congress 
and  ask  for  direct  appropriations  for  the 
administration  of  the  wildlife  refuges 
of  the  United  States. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.'  President,  the  fish 
and  wildlife  devotees  in  my  State  gen¬ 
erally  are  strongly  in  favor  of  the  bill. 
To  the  best  of  my  recollection,  I  have 
read  of  only  one  person  who  is  opposed  to 
the  bill,  in  contrast  with  the  large  num¬ 
ber  who  have  asked  that  it  be  passed. 
That  person  thought  the  extra  dollar  was 
too  much  to  charge. 

Mi-.  MAGNUSON.  Actually,  the  basis 
and  the  initiative  for  the  bill  originated 
at  an  international  conference  regarding 
the  wildlife  flyways  of  the  United  States 
which  was  held  in  Vermont. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Our  people  feel  very 
well  disposed  toward  the  bill,  and  are 
hopeful  that  it  will  be  passed  without 
delay. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  I  am  very  much  in 
favor  of  the  bill.  I  commend  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Washington  for  reporting  it  to 
the  Senate  for  action.  Last  October  I 
had  the  privilege  of  attending  the  dedi¬ 
cation  of  the  Cheyenne  Wildlife  and 
Fowl  Breeding  Reservation  in  a  section 
of  Kansas.  It  constitutes  a  considerable 
area  in  Kansas. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  Yes.  I  will  place  in 
the  Record  the  program  regarding 
waterfowl  refuge  acquisition  plans  in  the 
southern  portion  of  the  Atlantic  flyway. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  a  letter 
setting  forth  the  program  be  printed  in 
the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letter 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 
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United  States 
Department  op  the  Interior, 

Fish  and  Wildlife  Service, 
Washington,  D.  C.,  June  4,  1958. 
Hon.  Warren  G.  Magncson, 

United  States  Senate, 

Washington,  D.  C. 

Dear  Senator  Magnuson:  This  is  in  re¬ 
sponse  to  your  inquiry  to  Assistant  Secretary 
Laffler’s  office  regarding  waterfowl  refuge 
acquisition  plans  in  the  southern  portion  of 
the  Atlantic  Flyway. 

There  appears  to  be  an  impression  in  some 
quarters  that  the  southeastern  States  may 
be  neglected  in  the  accelerated  wetlands  ac¬ 
quisition  program  which  will  result  if  the 
Duck  Stamp  Act  is  amended.  This  impres¬ 
sion  is  definitely  erroneous. 

For  the  past  2  years  the  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Service  and  the  Atlantic  Fly  way  Council  (on 
which  every  State  in  the  fly  way  is  repre¬ 
sented)  have  been  working  in  close  coopera¬ 
tion  on  a  proposed  flyway  management  plan 
which  includes  the  preparation  of  a  list  of 
essential  waterfowl  areas  that  should  be  pre¬ 
served  through  State  or  Federal  acquisition. 

•  The  Land  Acquisition  Committee  of  the  At¬ 
lantic  Flyway  Council  recently  completed  its 
recommendations,  and  at  the  Burlington, 
Vt.,  meeting  on  May  21  the  council 
voted  to  accept  the  list  of  areas  and  the 
priorities  assigned  by  the  committee.  This 
list  of  projects  definitely  favors  the  acquisi- 
eion  of  wintering  areas  in  the  Southern 
States. 

Out  of  69  areas  recommended,  17  were 
given  No.  1  priority  for  either  State  or 
Federal  acquisition.  Of  these  No.  1  priority 
projects,  10  were  located  in  5  southermost 
States  leaving  only  7  No.  1  priority  projects 
for  the  12  States  to  the  north.  For  example, 
in  the  State  of  Georgia  there  are  listed  one 
No.  1  priority  project.for  Federal  acquisition, 
two  No.  2  priorities  for  Federal  and  State 
acquisition,  and  one  No.  3  priority  for  State 
and  Federal  acquistion. 

Another  example  is  in  the  State  of  North 
Carolino  where  there  have  been  recom¬ 
mended  two  No.  1  priority  and  two  No.  2 
priority  projects.  In  South  Carolina  there 
were  recommended  two  No.  1  and  one  No.  2 
priority  ‘projects.  These  are  typical  of  the 
present  allocations  in  the  Southern  States  to 
which  will  be  added  additional  projects  as 
they  are  recommended  and  determined  to  be 
worthy  of  consideration. 

In  other  words,  an  appraisal  of  the  pro¬ 
posed  plan  which  the  service  will  use  as  a 
guide  in  its  recommendations  to  the  Miga- 
tory  Bird  Conservation  Commission  most 
definitely  gives  special  consideration  to  the 
wintering  problems  of  the  Southern  States, 
and  I  can  draw  no  other  conclusion  but  that 
a  major  part  of  the  increased  funds  resulting 
from  amendment  of  the  Duck  Stamp  Act  will 
be  obligated  in  these  States  as  far  as  the 
Atlantic  Flyway  is  concerned. 

I  might  add  that  we  are  working  on  similar 
plans  for  determining  projects  to  be  pur¬ 
chased  in  each  of  the  fly  ways  to  the  west  and 
we  believe  that  through  this  cooperative  ap¬ 
proach  between  the  States  and  the  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Service  we  should  come  up  with  a 
sound  plan  which  can  be  recommended  with¬ 
out  reservation  to  the  Migratory  Bird  Con¬ 
servation  Commission.  It  is  recognized  that 
from  time  to  time  these  lists  of  projects  will 
generally  have  to  be  revised,  and  there  also 
may  be  times  that  exceptions  will  be  in 
order.  We  have  agreed  that  when  such  ex¬ 
ceptions  are  made  by  the  service,  the  States 
will  be  notified  with  a  complete  explanation 
therefor.  In  this  manner  I  feel  that  all 
States  will  be  given  full  representation  in 
determining  how  the  money  from  the  ear¬ 
marked  duck  stamp  sales  should  be  ex¬ 
pended. 


Attached  for  your  information  is  a  list  of 
specific  projects  contemplated  for  the  State 
of  Georgia. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Arnie  J.  Suomela,  Commissioner. 
Acquisition  priority  for  the  State  of  Georgia 


Lower  Satilla  River  (Federal) :  Glynn, 

Camden  Counties _  1 

Ossibaw  Island:  Chatham  County 

(State  and  Federal) _  3 

Lower  Ogeechee  River:  Bryan  ^County 

(State  and  Federal) _  2 

Middle  Savannah  River:  Effiingham- 
Chatham- Counties  (State  and  Fed¬ 
eral)  _  2 


Each  project  will  run  from  10,000  to  20,000 
acres  depending  on  acquisitional  oppor¬ 
tunities. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  I  think  there  is  a 
great  deal  of  so-called  wet  land  in  the 
State  of  Kansas  which  will  be  acquired. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  Some  land  for  the 
project  has  already  been  acquired  and  is 
in  use,  and  other  areas  also  are  con¬ 
templated.  They  are  on  one  of  the  fly- 
ways  for  ducks  from  Canada  to  the 
South.  Hundreds  of  thousands  of  ducks 
are  using  the  fly  way. 

I  have  received  from  the  Postmaster 
General  a  letter  dated  May  5,  1958,  in 
which  he  proposes  an  amendment  to 
protect  the  Post  Office  Department  with 
respect  to  expenditures  which  it  makes 
for  the  handling  of  the  duck  stamps. 

The  bill  before  the  Senate,  in  section 
2,  provides: 

for  direct  expenditure  by  the  Post  Office  De¬ 
partment  for  engraving,  printing,  issuing, 
selling,  and  accounting  for  migratory  bird 
hunting  stamps  and  moneys  received  from 
the  sale  thereof. 

The  Postmaster  General  recommends 
these  additional  words: 
in  addition  to  expenses  for  personal  services 
in  the  District  of  Columbia  and  elsewhere, 
and  such  other  expenses  as  may  be  neces¬ 
sary  in  executing  the  duties  and  functions 
required  of  the  Postal  Service  by  section 
718-718  (h)  of  this  title. 

Under  this  proposal,  the  Postmaster 
General  would  be  reimbursed  for  direct 
expenditures  by  the  Post  Office  for  en¬ 
graving,  printing,  issuing,  selling,  and 
accounting  for  migratory  bird  hunting 
stamps  and  moneys  received  from  the 
sale  thereof. 

Would  the  Senator  from  Washington 
accept  that  amendment? 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  I  think  I  under¬ 
stand  what  the  Post  Office  is  trying  to 
do.  They  propose  to  place  the  original 
law  in  this  bill. 

The  Record  should  show  that  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  is  getting  the  use  of  all  this 
money  with  the  exception  of  the  neces¬ 
sary  expenses  which  are  required  to  be 
paid  by  the  Post  Office  Department. 

I  am  glad  to  accept  the  amendment 
of  the  Senator  from  Kansas.  I  think 
it  is  a  worthwhile  addition  to  the  bill, 
and  makes  very  clear  what  we  are  pro¬ 
posing  to  do. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  Mr.  President,  I  offer 
an  amendment  on  line  3,  page  4,  to  strike 
out  the  period  and  insert  a  comma  and 
the  words  “in  addition  to  expenses  for 
personal  services  in  the  District  of  Co¬ 
lumbia  and  elsewhere,  and  such  other 
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expenses  as  may  be  necessary  in  execut¬ 
ing  the  duties  and  functions  required  of 
the  postal  service.” 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Clerk  will  state  the  amendment  offered 
by  the  Senator  from  Kansas. 

The  Chief  Clerk.  On  page  4,  line  3, 
it  is  proposed  to  strike  out  the  period 
and  insert  a  comma  and  the  words  “in 
addition  to  expenses  for  personal  services 
in  the  District  of  Columbia  and  elsewhere, 
and  such  other  expenses  as  may  be  nec¬ 
essary  in  executing  the  duties  and  func¬ 
tions  required  of  the  postal  service.” 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  offered  by,  the  Senator  from  Kan¬ 
sas  to  the  committee  amendment. 

The  amendment  to  the  amendment 
was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  a  letter  dated 
May  5,  1958,  addressed  to  me  by  the 
Postmaster  General,  and  a  letter  dated 
May  5,  1958,  addressed  to  the  chairman 
of  the  Committee  on  Interstate  and  For¬ 
eign  Commerce,  the  Senator  from  Wash¬ 
ington  LMr.  Magnuson]  by  the  Postmas¬ 
ter  General  be  printed  at  this  point  in 
the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letters 
were  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

Office  of  the  Postmaster  General, 

Washington,  D.  C.,  May  5,  1958. 
Hon.  Warren  G.  Magtinson, 

Chairman,  Committee  on  Interstate 
and  Foreign  Commerce,  United 
States  Senate. 

Dear  Mr.  Chairman  :  The  attention  of  this 
Department  has  been  called  to  S.  2617,  a  bill 
to  amend  the  Migratory  Bird  Hunting 
Stamp  Act  of  March  16,  1934,  as  amended, 
as  amended  and  reported  by  your  committee 
on  March  26,  1958. 

Apparently  the  primary  purpose  of  this 
measure,  as  amended  and  reported,  is  to  ex¬ 
pedite  the  acquisition  of  sanctuaries  for  mi¬ 
gratory  birds.  However,  one  of  the  sig¬ 
nificant  changes,  from  the  standpoint  of 
this  Department,  which  would  be  made  by 
this  bill  is  the  revision  of  the  provisions  of 
the  present  law  which  relates  to  reimburse¬ 
ment  of  the  Post  Office  Department  for 
services  which  it  is  required  to  perform. 

Under  the  present  law  (subsection  (b)  of 
section  718d,  title  16,  United  States  Code) 
the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  reimburses  the 
Postmaster  General  for  direct  expenditure 
by  the  Post  Office  Department  for  engraving, 
printing,  issuing,  selling,  and  accounting  for 
migratory  bird  hunting  stamps  and  moneys 
received  from  the  sale  thereof,  personal 
services  in  the  District  of  “Columbia  and  else¬ 
where,  and  for  such  other  expenses  as  may 
be  necessary  in  executing  the  duties  and 
functions  required  of  the  Postal  Service  by 
section  718-718h  of  this  title. 

Under  the  proposed  measure,  however,  the 
Postmaster  General  would  be  reimbursed 
for  direct  expenditure  by  the  Post  Office 
Department  for  engraving,  printing,  issuing, 
selling,  and  accounting  for  migratory  bird 
hunting  stamps  and  moneys  received  from 
the  sale  thereof. 

This  limitation  on  the  reimbursement  for 
services  performed  by  the  Department  is 
objectionable.  In  addition  to  reimburse¬ 
ment  for  the  services  listed  in  the  proposed 
new  section  4  (a)  of  the  Migratory  Bird 
Hunting  Stamp  Act,  the  Department  also 
should  be  reimbursed  for  administrative 
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costs  involved  when  performing  services  as 
now  required  by  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Serv¬ 
ice,  such  as  mailing,  distribution  and  collec¬ 
tion  of  card  questionnaires  from  prospective 
purchasers  of  the  migratory  bird  hunting 
stamps.  This  could  be  accomplished  by 
striking  out  the  period  at  the  end  of  line  3 
on  page  4  of  the  measure  and  by  inserting 
in  lieu  thereof  a  comma,  and  "in  addition  to 
expenses  for  personal  services  in  the  District 
of  Columbia  and  elsewhere,  and  such  other 
expenses  as  may  be  necessary  in  executing 
the  duties  and  functions  required  of  the 
Postal  Service.” 

If  the  measure  is  amended  as  suggested 
above,  this  Department  will  interpose  no 
objections  to  its  enactment. 

The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  has  advised 
that  there  would  be  no  objection  to  the 
submission  of  this  report  to  the  Committee. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Arthur  E.  Summerfield, 

Postmaster  General. 

Office  of  the  Postmaster  General, 

Washington,  D.  C.,  May  5, 1958. 
Hon.  Frank  Carlson, 

United  States  Senate. 

Dear  Senator  Carlson:  My  attention  has 
been  called  to  the  fact  that  the  Senate  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Interstate  and  Foreign  Commerce 
amended  and  reported  out  S.  2617  on  March 
26,  1958.  The  bill,  as  reported,  is  on  the 
Senate  Calendar  as  No.  1455. 

This  Department  was  not  requested  to  re¬ 
port  on  S.  2617,  as  it  was  proposed  to  be 
amended  by  the  chairman  of  the  Senate 
Committee  on  Interstate  and  Foreign  Com¬ 
merce. 

As  amended,  the  measure  makes  a  signifi¬ 
cant  change  in  the  present  law  which  relates 
to  reimbursement  to  the  Post  Office  Depart¬ 
ment  for  services  which  it  is  required  to 
perform  under  the  Migratory  Bird  Hunting 
Stamp  Act  of  March  16,  1934,  as  amended. 

For  your  information  there  is  attached  a 
copy  of  the  Department’s  report  to  Chairman 
Magnuson  on  S.  2617,  as  reported  by  the 
committee.  This  report  explains  why  the 
Department  is  opposed  to  the  measure  as 
amended  and  reported.  The  report  also  con¬ 
tains  a  suggested  amendment  to  the  bill 
which  would  make  the  measure  acceptable  to 
this  Department. 

The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  has  advised  that 
there  would  be  no  objection  to  the  submis¬ 
sion  of  this  letter  and  copy  of  proposed  report 
to  you. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Arthur  E.  Summerfield, 

Postmaster  General. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  committee 
amendment,  as  amended. 

The  amendment,  as  amended,  was 
agreed  to. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  the  engrossment  and  third 
reading  of  the  bill. 

The  bill  (S.  2617)  was  ordered  to  be 
engrossed  for  a  third  reading,  read  the 
third  time,  and  passed. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  move  to  reconsider  the  vote  by 
which  the  bill  was  passed. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  I  move  to  lay  that 
motion  on  the  table. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion  of 
the  Senator  from  Washington  to  lay  on 
the  table  the  motion  of  the  Senator 
from  Texas  to  reconsider. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 


THE  BRUSSELS  FAIR 

vMr.  WILEY.  Mr.  President,  the  other 
I  was  talking  with  a  Senator  who 
sits\not  very  far  from  me  in  the  Cham- 
berAsomeone  said  to  him,  "I  notice  you 
are  not  getting  very  much  publicity.” 
Someone  standing  by,  calling  him  by 
name  said,  “Well,  he  is  not  a  squawker.” 

Then  Noame  this  comment:  “If  you 
want  publicity,  call  someone  a  name, 
jump  on  Dulles  or  claim  our  foreign 
policy  does  not  get  results,  and  so  forth.” 

What  brought  this  to  my  mind  was 
that  I  heard  the  other  day  considerable 
criticism  about,  the  United  States  ex¬ 
hibit  at  the  World’s  Fair  at  Brussels, 
Belgium.  I  desii'e  to  read  what  a  very 
fine  citizen  wrote  tip  me  upon  her  return 
to  Milwaukee.  She  is  a  very  understand¬ 
ing  woman,  one  whq  knows  that  I  can 
properly  value  what  she  writes. 

She  said:  \ 

My  husband  and  I  were  anxious  to  tell 
you,  too,  how  proud  and  'pleased  we  were 
when  we  visited  the  World’s  TFair  in  Brussels 
the  week  before  last,  by  theNbeauty  of  our 
American  pavilion.  We  knew  that  you 
would  know  to  whom  to  pass  on  this  opin¬ 
ion,  but  we  feel  so  strongly  that  our  Com¬ 
mission  deserves  the  highest  praise,  that  we 
are  anxious  to  express  our  gratitude  and 
pride.  So  much  has  been  said  pro  and 
con,  always  comparing  the  expenditures  al¬ 
lotted  versus  what  Russia  spent.  Ip  our 
minds  there  is  no  comparison.  \ 

We  have  achieved  something  which  \ays 
in  essence  "Everyone  knows  we  are  the  rich¬ 
est  and  most  powerful  country.  Why  show 
you  our  automobiles  and  washing  machine^ 
and  canned  goods?  We  have  reached  the\ 
stage  in  our  development  when  we  can 
emphasize  beauty  in  our  lives,  simple  out' 
door  pleasures  and  rewarding  leisure  as  we] 
as  the  artistic  things  which  are  accessible 
to  all.” 

And  the  crowds  which  enjoy  the  fashion 
i  displays  and  the  American  ice  cream, /peak 
I  for  themselves. 

Edward  Stone’s  building  inside  ahd  out 
;  makes  the  shivers  run  up  and  down  your 
|  spine — it  is  so  graceful  and  so  inspired. 

I  Mr.  President,  this  part  of  y(e  letter  is 
S  very  significant: 

And  outside  around  the  fou/tain  children 
and  older  people  are  laughing  and  playing. 
It  is  a  thrilling  contrast  to/the  glum  faces 
and  forbidding  atmosphere/of  the  expensive 
“pile”  next  door. 


ing  the  groundwork  for  international 
cooperation,  might  possibly  prove  to 
an  important  step  in  the  building  o$fa 
durable  peace. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that/ the 
editorial,  entitled  “Dealing  Witt/  the 
Antarctic,”  be  printed  in  the  RE90RD  at 
this  point  in  my  remarks. 

There  being  no  objection,  the/editorial 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  tfye  Record, 
as  follows: 

[From  the  New  York  Times  of  Aune  8,  1958] 
Dealing  With  the  Antarctic 

Whatever  may  have  been  jrn  the  minds  of 
the  original  proponents  of An  International 
Geophysical  Year,  the  /oncept  and  its 
studies  have  brought  abcmt  a  new  political 
development  that  may  pe  valuable.  Presi¬ 
dent  Eisenhower  has  uyged  an  international 
treaty  that  would  minimize  territorial  claims 
in  the  Antarctic — or  At  least  freeze  them  at 
their  present  statuft — and  permit  further 
peaceful  research  in  the  area  to  the  ad¬ 
vantage  of  all.  Eleven  nations  have  now 
responded  favora/ly  to  support  the  negotia¬ 
tion  of  such  a  t/eaty. 

This  acceptance  of  the  proposal  is  hearten¬ 
ing.  There  are  many  conflicting  sovereignty 
claims  in  th/s  region.  They  have  proved, 
in  the  past,  Vo  be  a  stumbling  block  to  agree¬ 
ment  to  prcqiosals  for  any  sort  of  joint  opera¬ 
tions  or  mutual  understandings.  Some  of 
the  air  at  hostility  and  misunderstanding 
seems  tp  have  been  cleared.  There  is  an 
opportunity  for  progress. 

Various  expeditions  that  have  been  part 
of  the  work  of  the  Geophysical  Year  have 
made  contributions  to  a  better  knowledge  of 
the'  significance  of  this  largely  unexplored 
ai/a.  Further  gains  can  be  made  in  this  field 
lly  if  there  is  a  climate  of  international 
Confidence.  Territorial  rivalries  will  not  pro- 
'mote  scientific  knowledge.  Nor  can  or  should 
\the  data  collected  and  proved  by  any  one 
roup  be  obliged  to  stand  alone.  Coopera¬ 
tion  is  absolutely  imperative. 

ft  has  been  suggested  that  this  may,  in¬ 
deed,  prove  to  be  something  of  a  laboratory 
for  peaceful  development  to  the  benefit  of 
all.  At  this  stage,  this  seems  to  be  rtlore  than 
a  littleXoptimistic.  Some  of  the  rivalries  and 
suspicions  will  die  hard.  Moreover,  some 
machinery  must  be  devised  to  make  any 
agreement,  that  is  reached  self-enforcing. 

Nevertheless,  a  sound  proposal  has  been 
made  by  President  Eisenhower.  It  has  been 
received *witn\wide  acclaim.  It  has  now  been 
officially  endorsed  by  II  states.  A  confer¬ 
ence  to  explore,  its  possibilities  is  clearly  in 
the  making.  The  Antarctic  could,  just  pos¬ 
sibly,  be  a  pilot  p]ant  in  the  construction  of 
a  durable  peace. 


DEALING  WITH  THE  ANTARCTIC 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Neiv  Jersey.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  last  month  me  United  States  pro¬ 
posed  that  Antarctica  be  opened  to  all 
nations  for  the  conduct  of  scientific  and 
other  peaceful /purposes.  The  11  na¬ 
tions  taking  dart  with  us  in  Interna¬ 
tional  Geophysical  Year  activities  in 
Antarctica  were  invited  to  join  in  a 
treaty  for  this  purpose.  - 
The  American  proposal  was  an  imagi¬ 
native  aind  dramatic  effort  to  promote 
peace  b/  reducing  areas  of  possible  seri¬ 
ous  int/rnational  misunderstanding.  All 
11  nations,  including  Russia,  have  now 
responded  favorably  to  it. 

the  New  York  Times  pointed  out 
in/.n  editorial  published  yesterday,  June 
8/there  is  a  real  opportunity  for  progress 
this  area :  An  Antarctic  treaty,  by  lay- 


RESIGNATION  OF  LEWIS  STRAUSS 

Mr.  SMITH  of  NewvJersey.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  last  Thursday  Pexpressed  my  own 
high  personal  regard\for  Adm.  Lewis 
Strauss  and  my  deepVegret  over  his 
resignation  as  Chairman\of  the  Atomic 
Energy  Commission. 

In  its  lead  editorial  of  Juhe  7,  the  New 
York  Times  appreciatively  \aluted  Ad¬ 
miral  Strauss  for  his  distinguished  serv¬ 
ice  to  the  Commission  and  his  gireat  con¬ 
tributions  to  the  security  of  thisVountry. 
I  ask  unanimous  consent  to  have  this 
fine  editorial  printed  in  the  Record  at 
this  point  in  my  remarks. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  edithuial 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

Well  Done 

After  long  and  distinguished  public  service)* 
Lewis  L.  Strauss  has  resigned  as  Chairman 
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Referred  to  the  Committee  on  Merchant  Marine  and  Fisheries 


AN  ACT 

To  amend  the  Migratory  Bird  Hunting  Stamp  Act  of  March  16, 

1934,  as  amended. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  That  section  2  of  the  Migratory  Bird  Hunting  Stamp  Act 

4  of  March  16,  1934,  as  amended  (48  Stat.  451;  16  U.  S.  0. 

5  718b) ,  is  amended  by  striking  out  “$2”  and  inserting  in  lieu 
q  thereof  “$3”. 

7  Sec.  2.  Subsections  (a)  and  (b)  of  section  4  of  such 
g  Act  (16  U.  S.  C.  718d)  are  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

9  “  (a)  So  much  as  may  be  necessary  shall  be  used  by  the 

10  Secretary  of  the  Interior  to  make  advance  allotments  to  the 

11  Post  Office  Department  at  such  times  and  in  such  amounts  as 
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may  be  mutually  agreed  upon  by  the  Secretary  of  the  In¬ 
terior  and  the  Postmaster  General  for  direct  expenditure 
by  the  Post  Office  Department  for  engraving,  printing, 
issuing,  selling,  and  accounting  for  migratory  bird  hunting 
stamps  and  moneys  received  from  the  sale  thereof,  in 
addition  to  expenses  for  personal  services  in  the  District  of 
Columbia  and  elsewhere,  and  such  other  expenses  as  may 
be  necessary  in  executing  the  duties  and  functions  required 
of  the  postal  service. 

“(b)  Except  as  authorized  in  subsection  (c)  of  this 
section,  the  remainder  shall  be  available  for  the  location, 
ascertainment,  and  acquisition  of  suitable  areas  for  migratory 
bird  refuges  under  the  provisions  of  the  Migratory  Bird 
Conservation  Act  and  for  the  administrative  costs  incurred 
in  the  acquisition  of  such  areas:  Provided,  That  not  to 
exceed  40  per  centum  at  any  one  time  of  any  area  which 
heretofore  has  been  or  which  hereafter  may  be  acquired, 
reserved,  or  set  apart  for  the  use  of  the  Department  of  the 
Interior  as  an  inviolate  sanctuary  for  migratory  birds  under 
any  law,  proclamation,  or  Executive  order  may  be  admin¬ 
istered  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  in  his  discretion, 
as  a  wildlife  management  area  within  which  the  taking  of 
migratory  game  birds  may  be  permitted  under  such  regu¬ 
lations  as  he  may  prescribe:  Provided  further,  That,  not¬ 
withstanding  the  fact  that  such  lands  constitute  public 
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1  property,  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  shall  comply  with  the 

2  requirements  of  section  4  of  the  Administrative  Procedure 

3  Act  (60  Stat.  238)  in  issuing  regulations  pursuant  to  the 

4  preceding  proviso.” 

5  Sec.  3.  Section  4  of  such  Act  is  further  amended  by 

6  adding  at  the  end  thereof  a  new  subsection  as  follows: 

7  "(c)  The  Secretary  of  the  Interior  is  authorized  to 

8  utilize  funds  made  available  under  subsection  (b)  of  this  sec- 

9  tion  for  the  purposes  of  such  subsection,  and  such  other  funds 

10  as  may  be  appropriated  for  the  purposes  of  such  subsection, 

11  or  of  this  subsection,  to  acquire,  or  defray  the  expense  in- 

12  cident  to  the  acquisition  by  gift,  devise,  lease,  purchase,  or 

13  exchange  of,  small  wetland  and  pothole  areas,  interests 

14  therein,  and  rights-of-way  to  provide  access  thereto.  Such 

15  small  areas,  to  be  designed  as  ‘Waterfowl  Production  Areas’, 

16  may  be  acquired  without  regard  to  the  limitations  and  re- 

17  quirements  of  the  Migratory  Bird  Conservation  Act,  but 

18  all  of  the  provisions  of  such  Act  which  govern  the  admin- 

19  istration  and  protection  of  lands  acquired  thereunder,  except 

20  the  inviolate  sanctuary  provisions  of  such  Act,  shall  be  ap- 

21  plicahle  to  areas  acquired  pursuant  to  this  subsection.” 

22  Sec.  4.  The  amendment  made  by  the  first  section  of 

23  this  Act  shall  become  effective  on  July  1,  1959.  The  amend- 

24  ment  made  by  section  2  of  this  Act  making  available 

25  the  net  proceeds  of  all  moneys  received  in  the  migratory 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 


4 


bird  conservation  fund  for  the  location,  ascertainment,  and 
acquisition  of  Waterfowl  Production  Areas  and  suitable 
areas  for  migratory  bird  refuges  shall  become  effective  on 
July  1,  1960.  The  remaining  amendments  made  by  this 
Act  shall  become  effective  on  the  date  of  the  enactment  of 
this  Act.  Any  unobligated  balance  remaining  in  the  migra¬ 
tory  bird  conservation  fund  on  June  30,  1960,  shall  there¬ 
after  be  available  for  expenditure  only  for  the  purposes 
specified  in  the  Migratory  Bird  Hunting  Stamp  Act  of 
March  16,  1934,  as  amended  by  this  Act. 

Passed  the  Senate  June  9,  1958. 

Attest:  FELTON  M.  JOHNSTON, 

Secretary. 
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"The  Director  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  also  indicated  that,  as  a 
general  policy,  the  Bureau  will  not  approve  any  new  budget  request  for 
training  authority  to  be  included  in  appropriation  acts  in  any  year  aft) 
the  year  in  which  this  bill  is  enacted.  This  is  in  accordance  with  tl 
purpose  and  intent  of  the  bill  and  the  policy  of  the  committee. 

"The  matter  of  cost  was  given  primary  consideration  throughout  tne 
committee  deliberations  in  recognition  of  the  importance  of  preventing 
in 'advance  any  mushrooming  of  costs  or  expansion  of  payrolls  whenever  ap¬ 
proving  a  new  program  --  a  matter  in  which  the  Congress  always/is  di¬ 


rect  ly\concerned." 


3.  FOREIGN  AID.  \Received  a  revised  conference  report  on  H.  R.  i; 
security  authorization  bill  (H.  Rept.  2038).  (pp.  11109-1] 
for  items  of  interest  to  this  Department. 


1.81,  the  mutual 
See  Digest  103 


4.  CIVIL  DEFENSE.  Passed  without  amendment  H.  R.  12827,  tf 
emergency  authorities  of  FCDA  until  June  30,  1962. 


extend  the  standby 
11121-122 


5.  TAXATION.  Received  the  ^conference  report  on  H.  R./12695,  to  extend  for  1  year 

the  corporate  normal -tax\:ate  and  certain  excise/tax  rates,  and  to  repeal  the 
tax  on  transportation.  The  Senate  agreed  to  tlpre  report  earlier,  pp.  11145- 
146,  11221-223  (H.  Rept.  202^) 

Reps.  McCarthy  and  Saylor  urged  repeal  op''  the  tax  on  transportation,  pp; 
11177,  11180 

6.  TRAVEL  EXPENSES.  Passed  under  sus^ensiod  of  the  rules  H.  R.  11133,  to  amend 

the  Administrative  Expenses  Act  so  as /to  provide  for  the  payment  of  travel 
costs  for  certain  Federal  personnel  /appointments  to  areas  in  which  the  CSC 
has  determined  there  is  a  manpower v'shor£ age .  pp.  11168-169 

7.  ROADS.  Passed  as  reported  H.  R./12776,  televise  and  codify  title  23  of  the 

U.  S„  Code,  entitled  "Highway^"  pp.  Ill6y\170 

8.  PROPERTY.  The  Government  Operations  Committee  \eported  without  amendment  H.  R 

12165,  to  extend  for  2  ye^rs  the  period  for  which  payments  in  lieu  of  taxes 
may  be  made  with  respect/ to  certain  real  propert)\transferred  by  RFC  and  its 
subsidiaries  to  other  government  Departments  (H.  Rept.  2024).  p.  11184 


9.  TRANSPORTATION.  H.  R.  12832,  the  omnibus  transportation  bill,  as  reported  by 
the  Interstate  an<r  Foreign  Commerce  Committee  (see  Digest  100)  freezes  the  so 
called  agricultural  exemption  from  motor-carrier  regulation  by  the  Interstate 
Commerce  Commission  to  the  present  list  of  exemptions,  except  for  a  roll-back 
on  frozen  fruits,  frozen  berries,  frozen  vegetables,  coffeeXtea,  cocoa,  hemp 
wool  import^,  and  certain  categories  of  domestic  wool  (i.e.,  these  articles 
would  no  linger  be  exempt) .  The  committee  report  contains  the  \ollowing 
statement/  regarding  this  provision: 

Regulated  carriers  are  handicapped  in  their  competition  with  non- 
regulated  carriers  for  traffic  in  exempt  agricultural  Commodities  The 
iregulated  carriers  are  not  subject  to  ICC  operating  authority,  control, 
'rate  regulation,  rules  requiring  equal  treatment  to  shippers,  areas \nd 
commodities,  and  rules  requiring  insurance  and  claims  responsibility 
which  all  regulated  carriers  are  subjected.  The  nonregulated  carriers 
can  pick  and  choose  whatever  traffic  they  desire  and  establish  their  rati 
at  whatever  levels  they  wish  without  making  them  public  and  without  con¬ 
sidering  whether  the  charges  are  reasonable  or  nondiscriminatory ,  as  re¬ 
quired  by  reeulated  carriers.  As  a  consequence,  large  and  ever-increasing 


volumes  of  important  agricultural  commodities  and  seafood  previously 
handled  by  regulated  carriers,  both  rail  and  truck,  have  been  diverted  toy 
the  exempt  truckers  and  the  diversion  continues.  The  impact  upon  the 
regulated  carriers  is  already  serious.  The  removal  of  further  classes/hf 
traffic  from  the  regulated  category  is  threatened  by  the  trend  of  adn>inis- 
trative  and  judicial  determinations,  expanding  the  scope  of  the  exemption. 

"If  the  Supreme  Court's  'continuing  substantial  identity'  test  /continues 
to \e  applied  literally  by  the  courts,  it  is  conceivable  that  a  considerable 
numbey  of  other  commodities  will  be  held  to  be  exempt,  such  as /canned  fruits 
and  vegetables  which  are  processed  at  large  industrial  plants,  rather  than  by 
farmersX  It  is  important  that  this  trend  be  halted  before  the  position  of 
the  regulated  carriers  is  more  seriously  impaired.  The  corrimittee,  there¬ 
fore,  recoiiknends  a  freezing,  with  a  slight  rollback,  of  the  agricultural 
exemption  in\accordance  with  ruling  No.  107,  March  19,  1958,  Bureau  of 
Motor  Carriers\of  the  Interstate  Commerce  Commission./  This  amendment  would 


halt  further  expansion  of  the  scope  of  the  exemptioty,7  and  it  would  return 


to  economic  regulation  the  transportation  of  frozetr  fruits,  frozen  berries, 
frozen  vegetables, \cof fee,  tea,  cocoa,  hemp,  imported  wool  and  certain 
categories  of  domestic  wool.  The  transportation^  of  cooked  fish  or  shell¬ 
fish,  now  subject  to  regulations  is  made  exempt  from  such  regulation.  It 
is  not  intended  that  this  exemption  shall  apply  to  fish  or  shellfish  which 
have  been  treated  for  preserving  such  as  canned,  smoked,  salted,  pickled, 
spiced,  corned  or  kipperedXproducts. 

"Any  person  engaged  on  June  1,  1958,  An  trucking  the  aforementioned 
commodities  which  are  returned  to  regulation  by  this  amendment  would  be  en¬ 
titled  upon  application  to  a  certificate  or  permit  allowing  him,  under 
regulation,  to  continue  hauling  cbe/same  commodities  within  the  same  areas 
or  between  the  same  points." 


( 


10.  FORESTRY.  The  Interior  and  Insular7  AffaD 
ment  H.  R.  6038,  to  authorize  transfers  oi 
Forest  and  the  Kings  Canyon  National  Park. 


Committee  reported  without  amend- 
Jand  between  the  Sequoia  National 
Rept.  2032).  o.  1116U 


11.  TOBACCO.  The  Tobacco  Subcommittee  of  the  Agriculture  Committee  ordered  reported 
H.  R.  12840,  to  provide  a  single  acreage  allotment  for  Va.  sun-cured  and  Va. 
fire-cured  tobaccos  if  farmers  vote  approval  in  a  Referendum,  p.  D601 


12.  MINING.  A  subcommittee7  of  the  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committee  ordered 

reported  with  amendment  S.  3199,  to  specify  the  period" for  doing  annual  assess* 
ment  work  on  unpatPnted  mineral  claims,  p.  D602 

A 


13.  WILDLIFE.  A  subcommittee  of  the  Merchant  Marine  and  Fisheries  Committee 

ordered  reported  with  amendments  S.  2617,  to  authorize  the  purchase  by  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior  of  wetlands  and  small  areas  for  migratory  bird 
sanctuaries  from  funds  collected  from  the  sale  of  Migratory  Bird  hunting 
stamps,  and  Si  244-7 ^ ■  - 1 o— wfchori bo  otudieo-by-  Intori-or  offcha  pf  in* 

serXigAdas  upon  fish  and  wi-LdH-fea.  p.  D602 


14.  MINERALS;  WATER  RESOURCES.  Passed  under  suspension  of  the  rules  H.  R.  \1123, 
to  Authorize  Interior  to  perform  surveys,  investigations,  and  research 
geology,  biology,  minerals  and  water  resources,  pp.  11161-162 


?0REIGN  CONSTRUCTION.  Received  from  the  Government  Operations  Committee  a 
report  "pertaining  to  foreign-aid  construction  projects"  (H.  Rept.  2012). 
p.  11184 
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3IGHLIGHTS:  Senate  passed  public  works  appropriating  bill, 

)  /  SENATE 

1.  COOPERATIVES.  The  Agriculture  and  Forestry  Committee  Reported  with  amendments 

S.  2444,  to  authorize7 producers'  cooperatives  to  bargai^  with  purchasers  singly 
or  in  groups  (S.  R^t.  1310).  p.  11967 

2.  APPROPRIATIONS.  ^Passed  with  amendments  H.  R.  12353,  the  civisl  functions  ap¬ 

propriations  bill  for  the  Army  Corps  of  Engineers,  certain  agencies  of  the 
Interior  Department,  and  TVA,  for  1959.  pp.  11990-12008 

3.  EXPENDITURES;  PERSONNEL.  Sen.  Byrd  submitted  the  report  of  the  Joint  Committee 

on  Reduction  of  Nonessential  Federal  Expenditures  on  Federal  emplo^Xsnt  and 
pay  for/May  1958.  pp.  11963-71 

4.  STATEHOOD.  Sen.  Bible  commended  the  passage  of  the  Alaska  statehood  bill\and 
Sen,  Monroney  concurred,  pp,  11979-80 


5. 


fCONOMIC  SITUATION.  Sen.  Potter  inserted  the  speeches  of  the  President,  Ralpt 
Cordiner  of  GE,  and  Thomas  McCabe  of  Scott  Paper  Co.,  at  the  economic  mobilize 
tion  conference  on  the  economic  situation  and  efforts  made  to  accelerate  the 
upturn  in  the  economy,  pp.  11980-5 
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HOUSE 
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6. 


RESEARCH;  LANDS;  TOBACCO.  The  Agriculture  Committee  reported  the  followii 

bills:  (p.  12086)  / 

S.  3076,  without  amendment,  to  authorize  the  transportation  in  the  U*  S. 
of  live  foot-and-mouth  disease  virus  for  research  purposes  (H.  Rept. 

2126) .  j 

H.  R.  6542,  without  amendment,  to  authorize  the  conveyance  of  certain 
forest  lands  to  the  town  of  Dayton,  Wyo.  (H.  Rept.  2127). 

H.  R.  12840,  without  amendment,  to  provide  a  single  acreage  allotment  for 
Va.  sun-cured  and  Va.  fire-cured  tobaccos  if  farmers  vote ^approval  in  a 
referendum  (H.  Rept.  2128). 


7.  INfORMATION;  LIBRARIES.  The  House  Administration  Committee  Reported  without 
amendment  H,  R.  13140,  to  provide  for  distribution  of  additional  types  of 
Government  publications  to  depository  libraries  and  to  provide  for  designa¬ 
tion  of  additional  expository  libraries  (H.  Rept.  2136) i  p.  12086 


8.  FISH  AND  WILDLIFE.  The  Merchant  Marine  and  Fisheries  Committee  ordered  re- 


ported  the  following  bil^ 

:  ,(p.«— P.654). _  .  /  —  -  ... 

"ft;-  ft* — l#138^r^itfcamenq 

jTient ;  tn  amend  -trhe  Coor 

"vide  more  effective 

iuucglaLlwu  wi  fibh  ~dl±A 

--  -  Trrams  with  Federal  ^ 

raner  development  programs-. 

Interior  of  wetlands  and  small  areas  for  migratory  bird  sanctuaries 
from  funds  collected  from  the  sale  of  Migratory  Bird  hunting  stamps. 
244-7,-  with-  amendment-, :  ~to  authorize-  gtudxe s  by  Interior 


of-insecti-ci des^nnon  fish-  aw 


•  ,  ~wit  ir~ameadtHent~7~ 

-f  istr  and  wil-di  i  f  e  re  sou  reu  s  . 


fcrnr  ..febe -national  ■  policy  regarding 


9.  INSPECTION  SERVICES.  A  subcommit  tee/of  t!\e  Government  Operations  Committee 
ordered  reported  S.  3873,  to  authorize  theN interchange  of  inspection  services 
between  executive  agencies  withojit  reimbursement  or  transfer  of  lands, 
p.  D653 


10.  EDUCATION.  Rep.  Haskell  inserted  a  letter  from  the  President  expressing  his 
support  for  enactment  of  "a/ sound  educational  bill."  p.  12040 

Received  from  the  U.  S.  Advisory  Commission  on  educational  Exchange  a 
report  on  the  educational  exchange  activities  (H.  Doe.  419).  p.  12085 


11.  SMALL  BUSINESS.  Received  the  conference  report  on  H.  R\  7963,  to  make  the 

Small  Business  Administration  a  permanent  agency  and  to  increase  the  SBA 
loan  authority  (H.  Rept.  2135).  pp.  12041-43 

12.  MILITARY  CONSTRUCTION,  Debated  H.  R.  13015,  to  authorize  coitetruction  at 
military  installations,  including  authorization  for  financing\from  the 
foreign  currencies  acquired  under  Public  Law  480  or  through  other  commodity 
transactions /bf  CCC.  pp.  12043,  12044-74 


13.  PERSONNEL.  /The  Rules  Committee  reported  a  resolution  for  consideration  of 
S.  1411 wto  give  agencies  discretion  in  either  suspending  or  retaining  on 
duty  a  Federal  employee  prior  to  security  hearings,  p.  12043 


14.  ATOMIQ^ENERGY.  Rep.  Bailey  spoke  in  opposition  to  provisions  of  the  proposed 
Atomic  Energy  Commission  authorization  bill  which  would  accelerate  the  deA 
velopment  of  atomic  reactors,  pp.  12074-77 

The  Rules  Committee  reported  a  resolution  for  consideration  of  H.  R.  1312 
the  Atomic  Energy  Commission  authorization  bill.  p.  12043 


>JI1  .-<  C 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  House  concurred  in  Senate  ameridment  to  bill  to  extend  authority  for 
Federal  administration  of  ACP.  Senate' debated  trade  agreements  extension  bill. 
House  committee  reported  bill  to  in^fease  alloX(ients  for  extra-long  staple  cotton 
seed. 


HOUSE 

1.  SOIL  CONSERVATION!  Agreed  to  the  Senate  amendment  to  H.  R.  ft)45,  to  extend  for 

4  additional  years,  until  December  31,  1962,  the  authority  of  the  Secretary  to 
administer  tne  agricultural  conservation  program  pending  the  approval  of  State 
plans  for/administration  of  the  program.  This  bill  will  now  be  sbpt  to  the 
President,  p,  12737 

2.  COTTON  ALLOTMENTS;  LANDS.  The  Agriculture  Committee  reported  without  aii^ndment 
H./R.  12531  to  permit  the  allocation  from  acreage  of  extra  long  staple  cdtton 

it  the  production  of  extra  long  staple  cotton  seed  (H.  Rept.  2185),  and  h\r. 
11800,  with  amendment,  to  authorize  the  Secretary  to  sell  a  tract  of  land  an< 
buildings  thereon  under  the  jurisdiction  of  ARS  to  Clifton,  N.  J.  (H.  Rept, 
2184).  p.  12779 


3.  FISH  AND  WILDLIFE,  The  Merchant  Marine  and  Fisheries  Committee  reported  with 
amendment#-^-  R.  13138,  to  amend  the  C o e r- 4in abion—Ac t—  a  o— a  st  o -pr-ov^de-more 
-effective  integration  of  fish-  and  wildlife’  coTiservat-JLini  progr-amS"With  Federal 


2 


-warer  tievelopPBTir  pioferamy"(ft?  Rept.  2163);  S.  2617,  to  authorize  the  purchase 
by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  of  wetlands  and  small  areas  for  migratory 
bird  sanctuaries  from  funds  collected  from  the  sale  of  migratory  bird  hunting 
Stamps  (H.  Rept.  2182) authorize  studies  by  Interior  of  the 
effects  of  inaectl cldes*.  herbicides .  funeicidesand  other  pcotioidoo  upon 
“fish  and  wildlife  (H.  Rept.  2181).  p.-  1-2779- 


4.  SMALL  BUSINESS.  The  Ways  and  Means  Committee  reported  with  amendment  H.  R, 

13382,  the  proposed  Small  Business  Tax  Revision  Act  of  1959  (H.  Rept.  1298). 
p.  12779  / 

5.  FEDERAL-STATE  RELATIONS.  Continued  debate  on  H.  R.  3,  to  establish  rules  of 

interpretation  governing  questions  of  the  effect  of  acts  of  Congress  on  State 
laws.  ■  pp.  12745-74 

6.  PERSONNEL.  A  subcommittee  of  the  Government  Operations  Conmittee  ordered  re¬ 

ported  with  amendment  S.  1903,  to  specifically  include  persons  whp  are  appoint* 
by  the  President  and  confirmed  by  the  Senate  among  the  personnel/ for  whom  cer* 
tain  transportation  costs  may  be  paid  outside  continental  U.  S.  p.  D688 

A  subcommittee  of  the  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service  Committee  ordered  re-  M 
ported  with  amendment  S.  25,  to  specify  the  effective  date/upon  which  changes 
in  pay  of  wage-board  employees  shall  begin  following  the/ start  of  a  survey, 
p.  D689  / 

7.  WATER  POLLUTION.  The  Public  Works  Committee  ordered  reported  H.  R.  11714,  to 

amend  the  Federal  Water  Pollution  Act  so  as  to  increase  the  limitation  on  cer¬ 
tain  grants  for  construction  from  $250,000  to  $$00,000.  p.  D689 

8.  ELECTRIFICATION.  Conferees  were  appointed  oti^.  R.  13121,  authorizations  for 

appropriations  for  AEC  projects  for  1959.  Senate  conferees  have  been  appointed 
p.  12774  \  y 

9.  AREA  REDEVELOPMENT.  Rep.  Byrd  urged  enactment  during  this  session  of  legisla¬ 

tion  to  provide  Federal  assistance  jro  economically  depressed  areas,  p.  12776 

/  SENATE  ( 

10.  TRADE  AGREEMENTS.  Began  debate  on  H.  R.  12591,  th  extend  and  amend  the  Trade 

Agreements  Act.  Adopted  the  committee  amendments  'hn  bloc  as  the  text  for 
additional  amendments,  op.  12655-7,  12659-60,  1267^94,  12698-9,  12718-33 

11.  FORESTRY.  The  Agriculture  and  Forestry  Committee  ordered^ reported  the  following 

bills  without  amendpient:  N. 

H.  R,  10321,  to  authorize  the  exchange  of  lands  within  the  Estes  . 

Park  Administrative  Site,  Roosevelt  National  Forest,  fhr  lands  of  equal 
value  outside  the  Forest;  \ 

H.  R.  11253,  to  authorize  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  exchange  certain 
Forest  Service  lands  and  improvements  with  Redding,  Calif .  ;\ 

H.  R./12161,  to  provide  for  the  establishment  of  townsites  from  national 
fdrest  lands;  X 

S*/3248,  to  authorize  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  exchange  landV\Com- 
/  prising  the  Pleasant  Grove  Administrative  Site,  Uinta  National  Forest, 

/  with  a  Pleasant  Grove,  Utah,  church;  \ 
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July  16,  1958. — Committed  to  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State 
of  the  Union  and  ordered  to  be  printed 


Mr.  Bonner,  from  the  Committee  on  Merchant  Marine  and  Fisheries, 

submitted  the  following; 

REPORT 

[To  accompany  S.  2617] 

The  Committee  on  Merchant  Marine  and  Fisheries,  to  whom  was 
referred  the  bill  (S.  2617)  to  amend  the  Migratory  Bird  Hunting 
Stamp  Act  of  March  16,  1934,  as  amended,  having  considered  the 
same,  report  favorably  thereon  with  amendment  and  recommends 
that,  the  bill  do  pass. 

The  amendment  is  as  follows: 

On  page  2,  line  23,  after  the  words  “migratory  game  birds”  insert 
the  following:  “or  resident  species”. 

PURPOSE  OF  THE  BILL 

The  purpose  of  the  bill  is  to  increase  the  cost  of  the  duck  stamp  from 
$2  to  $3,  and  to  earmark  the  entire  proceeds  thereof,  less  the  expenses 
of  the  Post  Office  Department  in  connection  with  fish  and  wildlife 
matters,  for  the  acquisition  of  migratory  bird  refuges. 

The  original  Duck  Stamp  Act  was  passed  in  1934  and  at  that  time 
the  hunters  were  given  the  impression  that  its  proceeds  were  intended 
for  the  acquisition  of  refuge  lands.  Again,  in  1949,  when  the  price  of 
the  stamp  was  increased  to  $2,  the  expressed  intent  wras  the  utiliza¬ 
tion  of  the  resulting  fund  for  refuge  acquisition.  Instead,  over  the 
years,  by  far  the  greater  part  of  the  total  receipts,  which  have 
amounted  to  over  $54  million  through  the  years,  have  been  utilized 
for  refuge  development,  operation,  research  and  administration.  Only 
13.7  percent  has  been  used  for  refuge  acquisition. 

While  the  use  of  funds  for  other  than  acquisition  was  proper  under 
the  law,  it  was  not  in  accord  with  the  understanding  of  the  sportsmen 
and  was  definitely  detrimental  to  the  needs  of  the  whole  program. 
The  continuing  advance  of  civilization  has  resulted  in  the  destruction 
of  much  of  the  desirable  habitat  for  migratory  birds  and  at  the  same 
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time  has  vastly  increased  the  cost  of  acquiring  any  needed  additional 
lands.  At  present,  it  is  estimated  that  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 
requires  an  additional  4  million  acres  of  refuge  lands  over  and  above 
that  owned  and  to  be  acquired  by  the  States  to  assure  an  adequate 
minimum  of  wildlife  lands  under  public  control  and  even  under  the 
present  bill  this  will  require  some  25  years  to  achieve.  It  is  greatly 
to  be  feared  that  unless  this  bill  is  enacted  into  law,  in  a  few  short* 
years  migratory  bird  hunting  as  it  is  presently  carried  on  will  be 
merely  a  matter  of  history. 

The  numerous  witnesses  appearing  at  the  hearings  on  the  bill  were 
unanimous  in  their  support  of  its  objectives.  They  stressed  the  need 
for  considerable  acceleration  of  the  present  acquisition  program  and 
stressed  that  the  sportsmen  of  the  country  were  willing  to  bear  the 
increased  cost  of  the  duck  stamp  with  the  knowledge  that  its  original 
purpose  was  at  last  to  be  achieved. 

The  House  and  Senate  bills  as  originally  introduced  authorized  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior  to  make  allotments  to  the  Post  Office  Depart¬ 
ment  for  engraving,  printing,  issuing,  selling,  and  accounting  for  the  I 
stamps  and  moneys  received  from  the  sale  thereof.  The  Post  Office 
Department  objected  on  the  ground  that  there  was  no  provision  for 
payment  of  indirect  expense  nor  for  the  additional  services  rendered 
by  the  Department  in  connection  with  surveys  undertaken  at  the 
request  of  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service.  While  the  committee  is  willing 
to  accept  the  amendment  suggested  by  the  Postmaster  General  and 
embodied  in  this  bill  in  the  interests  of  flexibility  of  administration,  it 
is  expected  that  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  will  defray  the  costs  of 
all  activities  not  directly  connected  with  the  issuance  and  sale  of 
duck  stamps  from  appropriated  moneys  so  as  to  preserve  the  integrity 
of  the  duck-stamp  fund  for  its  intended  and  desperately  needed  pur¬ 
pose  of  acquisition  of  additional  lands.  Diversion  of  the  proceeds 
from  duck-stamp  sales  for  purposes  other  than  land  acquisition  would 
be  perversion  of  the  purposes  of  the  stamp;  would  be  in  complete 
conflict  with  the  purposes  of  this  bill;  and  would  constitute  a  disregard 
for  the  intent  of  your  committee  in  this  legislation. 

At  the  hearing  on  the  bill,  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  called  to  the 
attention  of  the  committee  the  fact  that  previous  authority  in  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior  to  permit  hunting  of  resident  game  birds 
was  omitted  by  implication  from  this  bill  and  accordingly,  the  com-  I 
mittee  amended  the  bill  to  specifically  authorize  the  Secretary  to 
permit  such  taking  in  designated  wildlife  management  areas. 

The  committee  unqualifiedly  recommends  the  enactment  of  this 
bill  in  the  belief  that  it  meets  the  barest  minimum  requirements  of  the 
ever-growing  army  of  sportsmen  of  the  country  for  adequate  hunting 
areas. 

The  departmental  reports  on  the  House  bill,  H.  R.  11607  follow: 

Department  of  the  Interior, 

Office  of  the  Secretary, 
Washington,  D.  C.,  June  2J+,  1958. 

Hon.  Herbert  C.  Bonner, 

Chairman,  Committee  on  Merchant  Marine  and  Fisheries, 

House  of  Representatives,  Washington,  D.  C. 

Dear  Mr.  Bonner:  A  review  of  H.  R.  11607,  a  bill  to  amend  the 
Migratory  Bird  Hunting  Stamp  Act  of  March  16,  1934,  as  amended, 
now  pending  before  your  committee,  points  to  a  need  for  a  minor 


MIGRATORY  BIRD  HUNTING  STAMPS 


3 


amendment.  to  enable  this  Department  to  continue  to  allow  the  hunt¬ 
ing  of  resident  species  of  game  birds  as  well  as  migratory  game  birds 
on  portions  of  national  wildlife  refuges  in  those  instances  where  such 
privileges  may  appropriately  be  granted.  H.  R.  11607  follows  the 
language  contained  in  the  draft  bill  submitted  to  your  committee  with 
this  Department’s  report  of  March  17.  The  need  for  the  amendment 
referred  to  arises  from  the  circumstances  hereafter  discussed. 

Section  5  of  the  Migratory  Bird  Conservation  Act  of  February  18, 
1929  (45  Stat.  1223,  16  U.  S.  C.  715d),  authorizes  the  acquisition  of 
suitable  areas  “for  use  as  inviolate  sanctuaries  for  migratory  birds.” 
Section  10  of  th°  act  prohibits  certain  enumerated  acts  “on  any  area 
acquired  under  *  *  *  [the  provisions  of  the  Act]  *  *  *  or  on  any 
area  of  the  United  States  which  heretofore  has  been  or  which  here¬ 
after  may  be  set  apart  or  reserved  for  the  use  of  the  Department  of 
the  Interior  as  a  game  refuge  or  as  a  preserve  or  reservation  and 
breeding  ground  for  native  birds,  under  any  law,  proclamation  or 
Executive  order,  *  *  *  except  in  accordance  with  regulations  of  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior.”  By  a  clause  separate  and  apart  from  those 
which  prohibit  the  commission  of  certain  specified  acts  except  as 
permitted  by  regulations  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  the  section 
expressly  provides  that  no  person  shall  take  any  bird,  or  nest  or  egg 
ther  of  on  any  area  acquired  under  the  provisions  of  the  act,  except 
for  scientific  or  propagating  purposes  under  permit  of  the  Secretary. 

Over  the  years,  section  10  of  the  Migratory  Bird  Conservation  Act 
has  been  interpreted  as  being  sufficiently  broad  to  authorize  the  ad¬ 
option  of  regulations  permitting  persons  to  enter,  for  the  purpose  of 
hunting  game  mammals,  upon  wildlife  refuges  acquired  under  the 
provisions  of  the  act  and  upon  game  refuges  or  ranges  and  preserves 
or  reservations  and  breeding  grounds  for  native  birds  set  apart  under 
other  law.  During  the  years  between  1929  and  August  1949,  how¬ 
ever,  and  consistent  with  the  specific  prohibition  relating  to  “birds” 
contained  in  section  10  of  the  Migratory  Bird  Conservation  Act,  the 
taking  of  any  bird,  or  nest  or  egg  thereof  [whether  of  resident  or  migra¬ 
tory  species]  could  not  lawfully  be  permitted  on  lands  acquired  under 
the  act  except  for  scientific  or  propagating  purposes. 

With  the  passage  of  the  act  of  August  12,  1949  (63  Stat.  600;  16 
U.  S.  C.  7l8d  (a)),  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  was  authorized,  in 
his  discretion,  to  administer  not  to  exceed  25  percent  at  any  one  time 
of  any  area  of  land  acquired  under  the  provisions  of  the  Migratory 
Bird  Conservation  Act  with  funds  made  available  by  the  Migratory 
Bird  Hunting  Stamp  Act  primarily  as  a  wildlife  management  area  not 
subject  to  the  prohibition  against  the  taking  of  birds,  or  nests  or  eggs 
thereof,  as  contained  in  section  10  of  the  Migratory  Bird  Conservation 
Act.  The  act  of  August  12,  1949,  has  been  construed  to  permit  the 
opening  wherever  appropriate  of  not  to  exceed  25  percent  of  any  lands 
acquired  with  duck-stamp  funds  within  a  refuge  for  the  taking  of 
both  resident  and  migratory  species  of  game  birds. 

The  grant,  in  conformity  with  principles  of  sound  wildlife  manage¬ 
ment,  of  the  privilege  of  hunting  migratory  birds  as  well  as  pheasants, 
quail,  and  other  species  of  resident  game  birds  on  such  refuge  lands  as 
have  been  opened  to  shooting  under  the  authority  granted  by  section  2 
of  the  act  of  August  12,  1949,  and  on  other  refuge  lands  not  subject 
to  the  prohibition  against  the  taking  of  birds,  as  contained  in  section 
10  of  the  Migratory  Bird  Conservation  Act,  has  been  well  received 
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by  the  hunting  public  and  by  the  cooperating  conservation  depart¬ 
ments  of  the  States  in  which  these  refuge  lands  are  situated.  Such 
hunting  privileges  have  provided  substantial  recreational  opportuni¬ 
ties  and  have  contributed  to  multiple  use  of  the  refuge  areas  without 
interfering  with  the  primary  purposes  for  which  the  refuges  were 
established. 

Although  no  such  result  was  intended,  a  further  study  of  H.  R.  11607 
has  suggested  the  possibility  that  the  language  employed  in  section  2 
of  the  bill  with  respect  to  the  opening  of  not  to  exceed  40  percent  of 
any  inviolate  migratory  bird  sanctuary  might  curtail  existing  au¬ 
thority  to  permit  the  taking  of  resident  game  birds  from  these  areas. 
The  proviso  which  begins  at  the  end  of  line  14,  page  2,  and  continues 
partially  through  line  23  would  authorize  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior 
in  his  discretion  to  administer,  as  a  wildlife  management  area  within 
which  the  taking  of  migratory  game  birds  may  be  permitted  under 
regulations  prescribed  by  him,  not  to  exceed  40  percent  at  any  one 
time  of  any  area  which  heretofore  has  been  or  which  hereafter  may 
be  acquired,  reserved,  or  set  apart  for  use  of  the  Department  of  the 
Interior  as  an  inviolate  sanctuary  for  migratory  birds  under  any  law, 
proclamation,  or  Executive  order.  This  language  would  be  entirely 
adequate  to  permit  the  adoption  of  regulations  allowing  migratory 
game  birds  to  be  hunted  on  not  to  exceed  40  percent  of  any  existing 
or  future  inviolate  migratory  bird  refuge.  Stated  differently,  as  now 
written  the  bill  would  be  effective  to  supersede  the  prohibition  against 
the  taking  of  birds  contained  in  section  10  of  the  Migratory  Bird 
Conservation  Act  or  any  other  law'  so  far  as  the  prohibition  related 
to  the  taking  of  migratory  game  birds  on  not  more  than  40  percent 
at  any  one  time  of  any  area  of  land  having  the  status  of  an  inviolate 
sanctuary  for  migratory  birds. 

Since  the  proposed  grant  of  authority  is  stated  in  terms  of  authoriz¬ 
ing  the  adoption  of  regulations  permitting  “migratory  game  birds” 
to  be  taken  from  not  more  than  40  percent  of  any  refuge  area  having 
the  status  of  an  inviolate  sanctuary  for  migratory  birds  (irrespective 
of  whether  such  status  was  conferred  by  the  Migratory  Bird  Con¬ 
servation  Act  or  by  any  other  law,  proclamation,  or  Executive  order), 
it  could  be  argued  that  a  refuge’s  inviolate  status  had  been  relaxed 
only  for  the  taking  of  migratory  game  birds  and  that  resident  species 
of  game  birds  could  not  be  taken  from  such  an  area  even  though 
sound  wildlife  management  might  clearly  demonstrate  the  wisdom 
of  permitting  a  harvest  of  resident  game  birds.  To  avoid  any  possi¬ 
bility  of  such  a  construction  being  placed  on  this  legislation,  we 
recommend  that  H.  R.  11607  be  amended  in  line  22,  page  2,  by  in¬ 
serting  the  words  “or  resident  species  of”  immediately  follow'ing  the 
word  “migratory.” 

The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  has  advised  that  there  would  be  no 
objection  to  the  submission  of  this  supplemental  report  to  the 
committee. 

Sincerely  yours, 


Roger  Ernst, 

Assistant  Secretary  of  the  Interior. 
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Department  of  the  Interior, 

Office  of  the  Secretary, 
Washington,  D.  C.,  April  4,  1958. 

Hon.  Herbert  C.  Bonner, 

Chairman,  Committee  on  Merchant  Marine  and  Fisheries, 

House  of  Representatives,  Washington,  D.  C. 

Dear  Mr.  Bonner:  This  will  acknowledge  receipt  of  your  request 
for  this  Department’s  views  on  H.  R.  11607,  a  bill  to  amend  the 
Migratory  Bird  Hunting  Stamp  Act  of  March  16,  1934,  as  amended. 

H.  R.  11607  is  identical  with  a  draft  of  legislation  sent  to  your  com¬ 
mittee  on  March  17  in  response  to  the  committee’s  request  for  the 
Department’s  views  on  various  related  bills.  These  bills  were  as 
follows:  H.  R.  624,  5817,  6691,  8057,  8471,  8699,  10679,  and  10803. 
The  Department  urges  the  enactment  of  H.  R.  11607. 

The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  has  advised  that  there  is  no  objection  to 
the  submission  of  this  report  to  your  committee. 

Sincerely  yours, 


Ross  Leffler, 

Assistant  Secretary  of  the  Interior. 


Office  of  the  Postmaster  General, 

Washington,  D.  C.,  May  5,  1958. 

Hon.  Herbert  C.  Bonner, 

Chairman,  Committee  on  Merchant  Marine  and  Fisheries, 

House  of  Representatives. 

Dear  Mr.  Chairman:  Reference  is  made  to  your  request  for  the 
views  and  recommendations  of  this  Department  on  H.  R.  11607,  a  bill 
to  amend  the  Migratory  Bird  Hunting  Stamp  Act  of  March  16,  1934, 
as  amended. 

Apparently  the  primary  purpose  of  this  measure  is  to  expedite  the 
acquisition  of  sanctuaries  for  migratory  birds.  However,  one  of  the 
significant  changes,  from  the  standpoint  of  this  Department,  which 
would  be  made  by  this  bill  is  the  revision  of  the  provisions  of  the  pre¬ 
sent  law  which  relates  to  reimbursement  of  the  Post  Office  Department 
for  services  which  it  is  required  to  perform. 

)  Under  the  present  law  (subsec.  (b)  of  sec.  718d,  title  16,  U.  S.  C.) 
the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  reimburses  the  Postmaster  General  “for 
direct  expenditure  by  the  Post  Office  Department  for  engraving, 
printing,  issuing,  selling,  and  accounting  for  migratory  bird  hunting 
stamps  and  moneys  received  from  the  sale  thereof,  personal  services  in 
the  District  of  Columbia  and  elsewhere,  and  for  such  other  expenses  as 
may  be  necessary  in  executing  the  duties  and  functions  required  of  the 
Postal  Service  by  section  718-718h  of  this  title:” .  [Italics  supplied.] 

Under  the  proposed  measure,  however,  the  Postmaster  General 
would  be  reimbursed  “for  direct  expenditure  by  the  Post  Office  De¬ 
partment  for  engraving,  printing,  issuing,  selling,  and  accounting  for 
migratory  bird  hunting  stamps  and  moneys  received  from  the  sale 
thereof.” 

This  limitation  on  the  reimbursement  for  services  performed  by 
the  Department  is  objectionable.  In  addition  to  reimbursement  for 
the  services  listed  in  the  proposed  new  section  4  (a)  of  the  Migratory 
Bird  Hunting  Stamp  Act,  the  Department  also  should  be  reimbursed 
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for  administrative  costs  involved  when  performing  services  as  now 
required  by  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  such  as  mailing,  distribution 
and  collection  of  card  questionnaires  from  prospective  purchasers  of 
the  migratory  bird  hunting  stamps.  This  could  be  accomplished  by 
striking  out  the  period  at  the  end  of  line  8  on  page  2  of  the  measure 
and  by  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  a  comma,  and  “in  addition  to  expenses 
for  personal  services  in  the  District  of  Columbia  and  elsewhere,  and 
such  other  expenses  as  may  be  necessary  in  executing  the  duties  and 
functions  required  of  the  Postal  Service.” 

If  the  measure  is  amended  as  suggested  above,  this  Department 
will  interpose  no  objections  to  its  enactment. 

The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  has  advised  that  there  would  be  no 
objection  to  the  submission  of  this  report  to  the  committee. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Arthur  E.  Summerfield, 

Postmaster  General. 


CHANGES  IN  EXISTING  LAW 

In  compliance  with  clause  3  of  rule  XIII  of  the  Rides  of  the  House 
of  Representatives,  Changes  in  existing  law  made  by.  the  bill,  as 
passed  the  Senate,  are  shown  as  follows  (existing  law  proposed  to  be 
omitted  is  enclosed  in  black  brackets,  new  matter  is  printed  in  italics, 
existing  law  in  which  no  change  is  proposed  is  shown  in  roman) : 

Section  2  of  Migratory  Bird  Hunting  Stamp  Act  of  March  16, 

1934,  as  Amended 

(48  Stat,  451;  16  U.  S.  C.  718b) 

Sec.  2.  The  stamps  required  under  this  Act  shall  be  issued  and  sold 
by  the  Post  Office  Department  under  regulations  prescribed  by  the 
Postmaster  General:  Provided,  That  the  stamps  shall  be  sold  at  all 
post  offices  of  the  first-  and  second-class  and  at  such  others  as  the 
Postmaster  General  shall  direct.  For  each  such  stamp  issued  under 
the  provisions  of  this  Act  there  shall  be  collected  by  the  Post  Office 
Department  the  sum  of  [$2]  $8.  No  such  stamp  shall  be  valid  under 
any  circumstances  to  authorize  the  taking  of  migratory  waterfowl 
except  in  compliance  with  Federal  and  State  laws  and  regulations  and 
then  only  when  the  person  so  taking  such  waterfowl  shall  himself 
have  written  his  signature  in  ink  across  the  face  of  the  stamp  prior  to 
such  taking.  Each  such  stamp  shall  expire  and  be  void  after  the 
30th  day  of  June  next  succeeding  its  issuance  and  all  such  stamps 
remaining  unsold  by  the  Post  Office  Department  at  the  expiration  of 
said  June  30  shall  be  destroyed  by  said  Department.  No  stamp  sold 
under  this  Act  shall  be  redeemable  by  said  Department  in  cash  or  in 
kind. 

Section  4  of  Migratory  Bird  Hunting  Stamp  Act  of  March  16, 

1934,  as  Amended 

(48  Stat.  451;  16  U.  S.  C.  718d) 

Sec.  4.  All  moneys  received  for  such  stamps  shall  be  accounted  for 
by  the  Post  Office  Department  and  paid  into  the  Treasury  of  the 
United  States,  and  shall  be  reserved  and  set  aside  as  a  special  fund  to 
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be  known  as  the  migratory  bird  conservation  fund,  to  be  administered 
by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior.  All  moneys  received  into  such  fund 
are  appropriated  for  the  following  objects  and  shall  be  available  there¬ 
for  until  expended: 

[(a)  Not  less  than  85  per  centum  shall  be  available  for  the  location, 
ascertainment,  acquisition,  administration,  maintenance,  and  develop¬ 
ment  of  suitable  areas  for  inviolate  migratory-bird  sanctuaries,  under 
the  provisions  of  the  Migratory  Bird  Conservation  Act,  to  be  expended 
for  such  purposes  in  all  respects  as  moneys  appropriated  pursuant 
to  the  provisions  of  such  Act;  for  the  administration,  maintenance, 
and  development  of  other  refuges  under  the  administration  of  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior,  frequented  by  migratory  game  birds;  and 
for  such  investigations  on  such  refuges  and  elsewhere  in  reagrd  to 
migratory  waterfowl  as  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  may  deem 
essential  for  the  highest  utilization  of  the  refuges  and  for  the  protec¬ 
tion  and  increase  of  these  birds:  Provided ,  That  in  the  discretion  of 
the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  not  to  exceed  25  per  centum  at  any  one 
time,  of  any  area  acquired  under  the  provisions  of  this  Act,  may  be 
administered  primarily  as  a  wildlife  management  area  not  subject  to 
the  prohibitions  against  the  taking  of  birds,  or  nests  or  the  eggs  thereof, 
as  contained  in  the  Migratory  Bird  Conservation  Act,  except  that 
no  such  area  shall  be  open  to  the  shooting  of  migratory  birds  when  the 
population  of  such  birds  frequenting  the  area  or  in  the  migrations 
utilizing  such  area  is  on  a  decline,  nor  prior  to  July  1,  1952,  or  the 
date  upon  which  the  same  has  been  fully  developed  as  a  management 
area,  refuge,  reservation,  or  breeding  ground,  whichever  is  later.] 

[(b)  The  remainder  shall  be  available  for  expenses  in  enforcing 
and  in  executing  this  Act,  the  Migratory  Bird  Conservation  Act 
and  the  Migratory  Bird  Treaty  Act,  and  any  other  Act  to  carry  into 
effect  any  treaty  for  the  protection  of  migratory  birds,  including 
personal  services  in  the  District  of  Columbia  and  elsewhere,  and  also 
including  advance  allotments  to  be  made  by  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior  to  the  Post  Office  Department  at  such  times  and  in  such 
amounts  as  may  be  mutually  agreed  upon  by  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior  and  the  Postmaster  General  for  direct  expenditure  by  the 
Post  Office  Department  for  engraving,  printing,  issuing,  selling,  and 
accounting  for  migratory  bird  hunting  stamps  and  moneys  received 
from  the  sale  thereof,  personal  services  in  the  District  of  Columbia 
and  elsewhere,  and  for  such  other  expenses  as  may  be  necessary  in 
executing  the  duties  and  functions  required  of  the  Postal  Service  by 
this  Act:  Provided,  That  the  protection  of  said  inviolate  migratory- 
bird  sanctuaries  shall  be,  so  far  as  possible,  under  the  Migratory 
Bird  Conservation  Act.] 

(a)  So  much  as  may  be  necessary  shall  be  used  by  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior  to  make  advance  allotments  to  the  Post  Office  Department  at  such 
times  and  in  such  amounts  as  may  be  mutually  agreed  upon  by  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior  and  the  Postmaster  General  for  direct  expenditure 
by  the  Post  Oifice  Department  for  engraving,  printing,  issuing,  selling, 
and  accounting  for  migratory  bird  hunting  stamps  and  moneys  received 
from  the  sale  thereof,  in  addition  to  expenses  for  personal  services  in  the 
District  of  Columbia  and  elsewhere ,  and  such  other  expenses  as  may  be 
necessary  in  executing  the  duties  and  functions  required  of  the  postal 
service. 
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( f> )  Except  as  authorized  in  subsection  (c)  of  this  section,  the  remainder 
shall  be  available  for  the  location,  ascertainment,  and  acquisition  of  suit¬ 
able  areas  for  migratory  bird  refuges  under  the  provisions  of  the  Migratory 
Bird  Conservation  -Act  and  for  the  administrative  costs  incurred  in  the 
acquisition  of  such  areas:  Provided,  That  not  to  exceed  JfO  per  centum 
at  any  one  time  of  any  area  which  heretofore  has  been  or  which  hereafter 
may  be  acquired,  reserved,  or  set  apart  for  the  use  of  the  Department  of 
the  Interior  as  an  inviolate  sanctuary  for  migratory  birds  under  any  law, 
proclamation,  or  Executive  order  may  be  administered  by  the  Secretary 
of  the  Interior,  in  his  discretion,  as  a  wildlife  management  area  within 
which  the  taking  of  migratory  game  birds  may  be  permitted  under  such 
regulations  as  he  may  prescribe:  Provided  further ,  That,  notwithstanding 
the  fact  that  such  lands  constitute  public  property,  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior  shall  comply  with  the  requirements  of  section  J)  of  the  Administra¬ 
tive  Procedure  Act  (60  Stat.  238)  in  issuing  regulations  pursuant  to  the 
preceding  proviso. 

(c)  The  Secretary  of  the  Interior  is  authorized  to  utilize  funds  made 
available  under  subsection  (b)  of  this  section  for  the  purposes  of  such 
subsection,  and  such  other  funds  as  may  be  appropriated  for  the  purposes 
of  such  subsection,  or  of  this  subsection,  to  acquire,  or  defray  the  expense 
incident  to  the  acquisition  by  gift,  devise,  lease,  purchase,  or  exchange  of, 
small  wetland  and  pothole  areas,  interests  therein,  and  rights-of-way  to 
provide  access  thereto.  Such  small  areas ,  to  be  designed  as  “Waterfowl 
Production  Areas" ,  may  be  acquired  without  regard  to  the  limitations  and 
requirements  of  the  Migratory  Bird  Conservation  Act,  but  all  of  the  provi¬ 
sions  of  such  Act  which  govern  the  administration  and  protection  of  lands 
acquired  thereunder,  except  the  inviolate  sanctuary  provisions  of  such 
Act,  shall  be  applicable  to  areas  acquired  pursuant  to  this  subsection. 


85th  CONGRESS 
2d  Session 


Union  Calendar  No.  894 

S.  2617 

[Report  No.  2182] 


IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

June  10, 1958 

Referred  to  the.  Committee  on  Merchant  Marine  and  Fisheries 

July  16, 1958 

Reported  with  an  amendment,  committed  to  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House 
on  the  State  of  the  Union,  and  ordered  to  be  printed 

[Insert  the  part  printed  in  italic] 


AN  ACT 

To  amend  the  Migratory  Bird  Hunting  Stamp  Act  of  March  16, 

1934,  as  amended. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  fives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  That  section  2  of  the  Migratory  Bird  Hunting  Stamp  Act 

4  of  March  16,  1934,  as  amended  (48  Stat.  451;  16  U.  S.  0. 

5  718b) ,  is  amended  by  striking  out  “$2”  and  inserting  in  lieu 

6  thereof  “$3”. 

7  Sec.  2.  Subsections  (a)  and  (b)  of  section  4  of  such 

8  Act  (16  TJ.  S.  C.  718d)  are  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

9  “  (a)  So  much  as  may  be  necessary  shall  be  used  by  the. 

10  Secretary  of  the  Interior  to  make  advance  allotments  to  the 

11  Post  Office  Department  at  such  times  and  in  such  amounts  as 
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may  be  mutually  agreed  upon  by  the  Secretary  of  the  In¬ 
terior  and  the  Postmaster  General  for  direct  expenditure 
by  the  Post  Office  Department  for  engraving,  printing, 
issuing,  selling,  and  accounting  for  migratory  bird  hunting 
stamps  and  moneys  received  from  the  sale  thereof,  in 
addition  to  expenses  for  personal  services  in  the  District  of 
Columbia  and  elsewhere,  and  such  other  expenses  as  may 
be  necessary  in  executing  the  duties  and  functions  required 
of  the  postal  service. 

“(b)  Except  as  authorized  in  subsection  (c)  of  this 
section,  the  remainder  shall  be  available  for  the  location, 
ascertainment,  and  acquisition  of  suitable  areas  for  migratory 
bird  refuges  under  the  provisions  of  the  Migratory  Bird 
Conservation  Act  and  for  the  administrative  costs  incurred 
in  the  acquisition  of  such  areas :  Provided,  That  not  to 
exceed  40  per  centum  at  any  one  time  of  any  area  which 
heretofore  has  been  or  which  hereafter  may  be  acquired, 
reserved,  or  set  apart  for  the  use  of  the  Department  of  the 
Interior  as  an  inviolate  sanctuary  for  migratory  birds  under 
any  law,  proclamation,  or  Executive  order  may  be  admin¬ 
istered  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  in  his  discretion, 
as  a  wildlife  management  area  within  which  the  taking  of 
migratory  game  birds  or  resident  species  may  be  permitted 
under  such  regulations  as  he  may  prescribe:  Provided 
further,  That,  notwithstanding  the  fact  that  such  lands  con- 
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stitute  public  property,  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  shall 
comply  with  the  requirements  of  section  4  of  the  Admin¬ 
istrative  Procedure  Act  (60  Stat.  238)  in  issuing  regula¬ 
tions  pursuant  to  the  preceding  proviso.” 

Sec.  3.  Section  4  of  such  Act  is  further  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  thereof  a  new  subsection  as  follows: 

“(c)  The  Secretary  of  the  Interior  is  authorized  to 
utilize  funds  made  available  under  subsection  (b)  of  this  sec¬ 
tion  for  the  purposes  of  such  subsection,  and  such  other  funds 
as  may  be  appropriated  for  the  purposes  of  such  subsection, 
or  of  this  subsection,  to  acquire,  or  defray  the  expense  in¬ 
cident  to  the  acquisition  by  gift,  devise,  lease,  purchase,  or 
exchange  of,  small  wetland  and  pothole  areas,  interests 
therein,  and  rights-of-way  to  provide  access  thereto.  Such 
small  areas,  to  be  designated  as  ‘Waterfowl  Production 
Areas’,  may  be  acquired  without  regard  to  the  limitations 
and  requirements  of  the  Migratory  Bird  Conservation  x4.ct, 
but  all  of  the  provisions  of  such  Act  wThich  govern  the  admin¬ 
istration  and  protection  of  lands  acquired  thereunder,  except 
the  inviolate  sanctuary  provisions  of  such  Act,  shall  be  ap¬ 
plicable  to  areas  acquired  pursuant  to  this  subsection.” 

Sec.  4.  The  amendment  made  by  the  first  section  of 
this  Act  shall  become  effective  on  July  1,  1959.  The  amend¬ 
ment  made  by  section  2  of  this  Act  making  available 
the  net  proceeds  of  all  moneys  received  in  the  migratory 
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bird  conservation  fund  for  the  location,  ascertainment,  and 
acquisition  of  Waterfowl  Production  Areas  and  suitable  areas 
for  migratory  bird  refuges  shall  become  effective  on  July  1, 
1960.  The  remaining  amendments  made  by  this  Act  shall 
become  effective  on  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act. 
Any  unobligated  balance  remaining  in  the  migratory  bird 
conservation  fund  on  June  30,  1960,  shall  thereafter  be 
available  for  expenditure  only  for  the  purposes  specified  in 
the  Migratory  Bird  Hunting  Stamp  Act  of  March  16,  1934, 
as  amended  by  this  Act. 

Passed  the  Senate  June  9,  1958. 

Attest:  FELTON  M.  JOHNSTON, 

Secretary. 
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.4.  LEGISLATIVE  PROGRAM.  Sen.  Johnson  announced  that  he  expected  to  bring  up  the 
Senate  farm  bill  later  in  the  week,  "after  the  policy  committee  has  cleared 
it."  He  further  stated  that  the  Defense  and  foreign  aid  appropriations  bill* 
^would  be  considered  next  week,  and  that  after  certain  D.  C.  bills  the  Senate 
>uld  consider  S.  Res.  264,  favoring  the  establishment  of  an  Internationa} 
De\elopment  Ass’n,  and  H.  R.  7576,  amending  the  Federal  Civil  Defense  hty 
p.  r3112 

HOUSE 

SURPLUS  COMMODITIES;  FOREIGN  TRADE.  Debated  and  noted,  152  to  2V  to  pass 
S.  3420,  toNamend  and  extend  Public  Law  480.  Rep.  Griffiths  objected  to  the 
vote  on  the  ground  that  a  quorum  was  not  present.  At  the  reodest  of  Rep. 
McCormack,  further  consideration  of  the  bill  was  then  postponed  until  Wed., 
July  23.  pp.  13X73-197 

L6.  COTTON  ALLOTMENTS,  ^Sassed  without  amendment  H,  R.  12531/  to  permit  the  alloca¬ 
tion  from  acreage  ofi^xtra  long  staple  cotton  for  the/production  of  extra  long 
staple  cotton  seed,  pp*  13172-73 


SEED  MARKETING.  Passed  without  amendment  S.  1939 /to  make  various  amendments 
to  the  Federal  Seed  Act  regarding  labeling  requirements.  This  bill  will  now 
be  sent  to  the  President.  pjX  13167-68 


L8.  FOOT-AND-MOUTH  DISEASE.  Passed  Without  amendment  S.  3076,  to  authorize  the 

transportation  in  the  U.  S.  of  li\e  footymid-mouth  disease  virus  for  research 
purposes.  This  bill  will  now  be  sent  tar  the  President,  p.  13162 


19.  HOG  CHOLERA.  Passed  without  amendment 

adequate  supply  of  anti-hog-cholera/serC 
will  now  be  sent  to  the  President/  p.  1' 


3478,  to  insure  the  maintenance  of  an 
and  hog-cholera  virus.  This  bill 
63 


20.  FORESTRY.  The  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  dsmjmittee  ordered  reported  with 

amendment  S.  3051,  to  provide/alternatives  of\either  private  or  Federal  acqui¬ 
sition  of  the  Klamath  Indiapf  lands  which  are  t<\be  sold  under  the  Termination 
Act.  p.  D710 

Passed  without  amendm/at  H.  R.  6542,  to  authorise  the  conveyance  of  certain 
forest  lands  to  the  town  of  Dayton,  Wyo.  p.  13162 

The  Speaker  appoin/ed  as  House  members  of  the  National  Outdoor  Recreation 
Resources  Review  Commission,  pursuant  to  Public  Law  85-K*70,  Reps.  Pfost, 
Ullman,  Saylor,  an/  Rhodes,  p.  13247 

21.  TOBACCO.  Passed/without  amendment  H.  R.  12840,  to  provide  a\single  acreage 

allotment  for/va.  sun-cured  and  Va.  fire-cured  tobaccos  if  farmers  vote  ap¬ 
proval  in  a  /eferendum.  pp.  13162-63 

22.  APPROPRIATIONS.  Received  the  conference  report  on  H.  R.  11574,  th\  independent 
offices/appropriation  bill  for  1959  (H.  Rept.  2237).  As  reported  the  bill 
deletes  $100,000  proposed  by  the  Senate  for  farm-housing  research, 
pp.  /^1 55-58 

eceived  the  conference  report  on  H.  R.  13121,  to  authorize  appropri. 
r  the  Atomic  Energy  Commission  (H.  Rept.  2236).  pp.  13243-45 


:ions 


23. /AGRICULTURE  HALL  OF  FAME.  Passed  as  reported  H.  Con.  Res.  295,  endorsing  plaf 
of  a  non- government  group  -to  establish  a  Hall  of  Fame  for  Agriculture, 
p.  13165 


24 

\ 


s 


FISH  AND  WILDLIFE.  Passed  as  reported  S.  2447,  to  authorize  studies  by 
Interior  of  the  effects  of  insecticides,  herbicides,  fungicides  and  other  y 


ne stic ides  upon  fish  and  wildlife^, — jp.,  1316 

. .  . . III«W"«  A.  ^  < 


■p^^drarreported  S.  2617, “to"  authorize  the  purchase  by  the  Secretary  of 
the  Interior  of  wetlands  and  small  areas  for  migratory  stamps,  pp.  13169-70 
pissed  as  reported  H.  R.  13138,'  to  amend  the  Coordination  Act  so  aa/to  pro-! 
vidp  more  effective  integration ^pf  fish  and  wildlife  conservation  programs 
with  Federal  water  development  programs,  pp.  13170-72 


25.  LANDS,  passed  as  reported  H,  R.  11800,  to  authorize  the  Secretary  to  sell  a 
tract  ofV^and  and  buildings  thereon  under  the  jurisdiction  of  ^.llS  to  Clifton, 

N.  J.  P.\3172 


26.  SMALL  BUSINESS?!  Passed  under  suspension  of  the  rules  H.  R/  13282,  the  propose< 
Small  BusinessNfax  Revision  Act  of  1959.  pp.  13197-211 


27. 


INFORMATION;  LIBRARIES.  Passed  under  suspension  of  the  rules  H.  R.  13140,  to 
provide  for  distribution  of  additional  types  of  Government  publications  to 
depository  libraries  \nd  to  provide  for  designation  of  additional  depository 
libraries,  pp.  13226 


( 


28.  PERSONNEL  AWARDS.  DebatedVnder  suspension  of/the  rules  H.  R.  488,  to  provide 
for  the  conferring  of  an  aw^rd  to  be  known  as  the  Medal  for  !  Distinguished 
Civilian  Achievement.  At  th\  request  of  Rep,  McCormack  further  consideration 
of  the  bill  was  postponed  untxl^Wed. ,  Ju^y  23.  pp.  13229-35 


29.  TRANSPORTATION.  A  subcommittee  ofNthe /Merchant  Marine  and  Fisheries  Committee 
ordered  reported  with  amendment  H.\j/  8382,  to  provide  for  the  licensing  of 
independent  foreign  freight  forwarders,  p.  D711 


30.  MINING  CLAIMS.  The  Interior  and/tnsular\Affairs  Committee  ordered  reported 

with  amendment  S.  3199,  to  specify  the  period  for  doing  annual  assessment  work 
on  unpatented  mineral  claims/  p.  D710 


COMMITTEE  ASSIGNMENTS, 
and  was  elected  to  the 
Young,  Tex.,  resigned 
was  elected  to  the 


32.  WATERSHEDS.  E  liYed  from  the  Budget  Bureau  plans  formworks  of  improvement 
for  the  lowei  Alow  Creek  watershed,  Mont.,  Whitegrass\Waterhole  Creek 
watershed,  01<  ,  and  Little  Schuylkill  River  watershed, N^a. ;  to  Public  Works 

Committee,  c  .3255 


Kilgore  resigned  from  the  Public  Works  Committee 
terstate  and  Foreign  Commerce  Committee;  and  Rep. 
rom  the  Post  Office  and  Crvil  Service  Committee  and 
Works  Committee,  pp.  13^42-43 


ITEMS  IN  APPENDIX 


33.  ELECTRIFICATION.  Extension  of  remarks  of  Sen.  Neuberger  inserting  an  editorial 
endorsing  the  proposed  establishment  of  a  Regional  Power  Corporation  in  the 
Colyimbia  River  Basin,  pp.  A6493-4 


PROGRAM.  Extension  of  remarks  of  Rep.  McGregor  stating  that  ", , .the  time 
arrived  that  we  recognize  the  serious  predicament  in  which  the  farmed 
finds  himself.  It  is  time  that  we  give  some  consideration  to  the  rotatior 
crop  farmer."  pp.  A6496-8 


35.  LIVESTOCK.  Sen.  Jackson  inserted  two  editorials  criticizing  the  delay  and 

failure  by  the  Senate  in  not  passing  the  humane  slaughter  bill  which  has  been 
passed  by  the  House,  p.  A6499 
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Whip  in  a  reserve  component.  Army  Na-, 
\ional  Guard,  or  Air  National  Guard.  / 
\  There  being  no  objection,  the  Cleric 
rfcad  the  bill,  as  follows:  / 

Be  it  enacted,  etc..  That  section  6  (c)  (£) 
of  the  Universal  Military  Training  and  Serv¬ 
ice  \  Act  (62  Stat.  610),  as  amended  k 50 
U.  3.  C.  App.  456  (c)  (2)),  is  amendecf  by 
adding  the  following  new  clause  after  clmise 
(E)  :\  / 

“  (Fv  A  person  who,  under  any  provision 
of  la^w  is  exempt  or  deferred  from  training 
and  service  under  this  act  by  reason  oflmcm- 
bershi™  in  a  reserve  component,  th#  Army 
National  Guard,  or  the  Air  National/ Guard, 
as  the  aose  may  be,  shall,  if  he  becomes  a 
member  W  another  reserve  component,  the 
Army  National  Guard,  or  the  Air/National 
Guard,  aa  the  case  may  be,  continue  to  be 
exempt  or\deferred  to  the  same  e/tent  as  if 
he  had  not  become  a  member  hi  another 
reserve  component,  the  Arm  j  National 
Guard,  or  wie  Air  National  Guard,  as  the 
case  may  be,\so  long  as  he  continues  to  serve 
satisfactorilyV'  / 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  pe  engrossed 
and  read  a  Wiird  time,  was  read  the 
third  time,  and  passed,  and  a  motion 
to  reconsider  was  laid  oil  the  table. 


AUTHORIZING  RESEARCH  ON 
INSECTICIDES 

The  Clerk  called  the/ bill  (S.  2447)  to 
authorize  and  direct  /the  Secretary  of 
the  Interior  to  und/rtake  continuing 
studies  of  the  effects  of  insecticides, 
herbicides,  fungicides,  and  other  pesti¬ 
cides,  upon  fish  andiwildlife  for  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  preventing/losses  of  those  in¬ 
valuable  natural  resources  following  ap¬ 
plication  of  these  materials  and  to  pro¬ 
vide  basic  data  on  thei  various  chemical 
controls  so  thslt .  forests,  croplands, 
wetlands,  rangelands,  and  other  lands 
can  be  sprayed  with  minimum  losses  of 
fish  and  wildlife/  \ 

There  being/no  objection,  the  Clerk 
read  the  bill,  a l  follows :  \ 

Be  it  enacted,  etc.,  That  the  Secretary  of 
the  Interior  is  authorized  asd  directed  to 
undertake  comprehensive  continuing  studies 
on  the  effec/s  of  insecticides,  herbicides, 
fungicides  ami  pesticides,  uponythe  fish  and 
wildlife  resources  of  the  United  States,  for 
the  purpose  of  determining  toe  amounts, 
percentages  and  formulations!  of  such 
chemicals  /hat  are  lethal  to  or  injurious  to 
fish  and  /vildllfe  and  the  amounts,  per¬ 
centages,  mixtures,  or  formulations  that  can 
be  used  lately,  and  thereby  prevent  losses 
of  fish  And  wildlife  from,  such  Waying, 
dusting/or  other  treatment. 

WitH  the  following  committee  amend¬ 
ment:/  \ 

On  page  2,  after  line  8,  add  another  sec¬ 
tion,  fe ading  as  follows:  \ 

"Sac.  2.  The  sum  of  $280,000  per  anVium 
Is  h/reby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  to 
car rp  out  the  objectives  of  this  act.”  \ 

The  committee  amendment  was 
agreed  to.  \ 

7 The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  read  & 
t/iird  time,  was  read  the  third  time,  and 
passed,  and  a  motion  to  reconsider  was\ 
/aid  on  the  table. 


MIGRATORY  BIRD  HUNTING 
STAMPS 

The  Clerk  called  the  bill  (S.  2617)  to 
amend  the  Migratory  Bird  Hunting 


Stamp  Act  of  March  16,  1934,  as 

amended. 

Mr.  CUNNINGHAM  of  Iowa.  Mr. 
Speaker,  reserving  the  right  to  object,  I 
wish  to  ask  a  few  questions  of  the  chair¬ 
man  of  the  committee  or  someone  in 
charge ,  of  this  bill.  I  notice  from  the 
report  that  over  the  years  $54  million 
have  been  collected  under  the  stamp 
act.  It  was  supposed  to  be  used  for  the 
preservation  of  wildfowl,  and  so  forth, 
the  acquisition  of  refuges,  but  only  13.7 
percent  of  that  money  has  been  spent 
for  that  purpose.  I  do  not  know  where 
the  money  has  gone. 

There  is  a  provision  in  this  bill  which 
if  it  stays  in  the  bill  raising  the  cost  of 
the  hunting  stamp  which  originally  was 
$1  but  which  is  now  at  $2.  This  provi¬ 
sion  would  raise  it  to  $3.  I  would  like 
to  know  where  the  money  is  being  di¬ 
verted  and  for  what  purposes,  and  how 
in  any  sense  of  the  word  it  can  be  con¬ 
sidered  fair  to  the  poor  boy  on  the  farm 
who  wants  to  shoot  a  duck  or  two.  Even 
if  he  hunts  on  his  own  premises  he  can¬ 
not  shoot  even  one  duck  unless  he  takes 
out  a  stamp.  It  is  proposed  to  raise  the 
fee  from  $2  to  $3.  Probably  the  next 
bill  will  raise  it  to  $5  and  then  to  $10. 
What  is  the  reason?  Is  it  to  keep  the 
poor  farm  boy  from  hunting?  Is  it  to 
allow  only  those  to  hunt  who  can  afford 
to  pay  the  high  fee?.  What  is  the  theory 
behind  it?  What  has  the  money  been 
used  for  and  what  is  it  going  to  be  used 
for? 

Certainly  it  seems  to  be  unfair  to  the 
poor  farm  boy  who  wants  to  go  out  and 
shoot  maybe  one  duck  on  his  own  land. 
What  justice  is  there  in  making  the  fee 
so  high  that  only  those  who  can  afford 
to  pay  the  price  will  be  permitted  to 
hunt? 

Mr.  DINGELL.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  re¬ 
serve  the  right  to  object  for  the  purpose 
of  answering  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  CUNNINGHAM  of  Iowa.  I  have 
already  reserved  the  right  to  object.  I 
yield  to  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  DINGELL.  I  might  say  to  the 
gentleman  that  the  very  point  he  raises 
is  the  reason  for  the  bill  before  us.  If 
the  gentleman  reads  the  report  and  the 
bill  he  will  find  that  the  bill  is  vitally 
necessary  to  halt  the  abuses  the  gentle¬ 
man  discusses.  It  absolutely  earmarks 
the  revenue  derived  from  the  sale  of 
duck  stamps  for  the  acquisition  of  wild¬ 
life  refuges  and  waterfowl  habitat. 

As  the  gentleman  has  pointed  out  only 
13,7  percent  of  the  revenue  from  the 
sale  of  duck  stamps  has  been  spent  for 
the  purchase  of  refuge  sites,  the  balance 
has  been  diverted. 

Mr.  CUNNINGHAM  of  Iowa.  That  is 
my  point.  Why  raise  it  from  $2  to  $3? 

Mr.  DINGELL.  Let  me  assure  the 
gentleman  there  will  be  no  more  drib¬ 
bling  off  of  the  proceeds  from  the  sale 
of  the  duck  stamps  if  this  bill  is  passed. 

This  bill  is  supported  by  the  national 
conservation  associations.  All  agencies 
of  the  Government,  and  all  State  game 
and  fish  commissions  approve  the  bill. 
This  bill  absolutely  prohibits  dribbling 
this  money  off  and  commands  and  com¬ 
pels  it  to  be  spent  for  the  purpose  of 
land  asquisition. 


By  the  year  1975,  if  the  present  land 
use  in  the  United  States  continues,  all 
available  waterfowl  habitats  will  have 
vanished  within  the  borders  of  the 
United  States  with  the  exception  of  such 
-lands  as  are  used  for  Federal  and  State 
refuges.  This  earmarks  the  proceeds  of 
the  duck  stamps  absolutely. 

Mr.  CUNNINGHAM  of  Iowa.  I  am 
glad  to  know  that,  but  I  wonder  why  we 
have  to  punish  the  lad  of  a  few  years, 
the  lad  in  his  teens,  who  maybe  wants  to 
shoot  one  duck  a  year.  Why  should  we 
punish  him  and  then  not  use  the  money 
for  the  purposes  for  which  it  is  in¬ 
tended? 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  CUNNINGHAM  of  Iowa.  I  yield. 

Mr.  GROSS.  There  is  no  question  but 
what  some  of  this  money  has  been  di¬ 
verted  in  the  past,  and  it  has  been  a  dis¬ 
grace  that  the  money  was  diverted  from 
the  purposes  for  which  it  was  intended. 
This  bill  is  designed  to  cure  that  situa¬ 
tion.  Unless  the  Federal  Government 
moves  in  and  acquires  necessary  land 
there  will  not  be  migratory  waterfowl  for 
the  farm  boy  and  others  to  shoot  pretty 
soon. 

Mr.  CUNNINGHAM  of  Iowa.  Does 
the  gentleman  think  there  should  be  an 
increase  in  the  price  of  the  duck  stamps? 

Mr.  GROSS.  Very  reluctantly  I  go 
along  with  the  increase  in  the  license  fee. 
It  can  be  justified  only  for  the  particu¬ 
lar  and  specific  purpose  of  developing 
wildlife  refuges  and  habitats  to  propa¬ 
gate  migratory  waterfowl. 

Mr.  CUNNINGHAM  of  Iowa.  May  I 
ask  the  gentleman  one  more  question? 

Mr.  DINGELL.  'Certainly. 

Mr.  CUNNINGHAM  of  Iowa.  Does  the 
gentleman  feel  that  there  is  sufficient 
wording  in  this  bill  and  sufficient  infor¬ 
mation  in  the  report  that  the  money  will 
not  be  diverted  in  the  future? 

Mr.  DINGELL.  I  can  offer  the  gentle¬ 
man  that' assurance  and  I  do  give  him 
that  assurance  absolutely  I  personally 
put  in  the  report  clear  language  which 
would  make  absolutely  plain  the  intent 
of  Congress  that  this  money  be  not  di¬ 
verted.  I  offer  the  gentleman  the  further 
assurance  that  I  will  continue  to  watch 
the ,  expenditure  of  these  duck  stamp 
funds  so  there  will  be  no  diverting.  I 
offer  the  further  assurance  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  that  we  have  two  fine  Members  of 
this  Congress  who  are  members  of  the 
Migratory  Bird  Commission  which  has 
the  responsibility  of  watching  this  oper¬ 
ation,  I  refer  to  the  gentleman  from 
Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Gavin]  who  is  a  duck 
hunter,  an  able  sincere  Member  of  this 
House  and  a  good  conservationist,  and 
the  other  is  the  very  capable  gentleman 
from  Missouri  [Mr.  KarstenI.  Both  of 
these  fine-men  have  been  most  interested 
and  extremely  helpful  in  getting  action 
on  this  bill. 

Mr.  CUNNINGHAM  of  Iowa,  The  peo¬ 
ple  who  -can  afford  the  $3  instead  of 
the  $2  are  the  ones  who  will  benefit  by 
it.  I  am  thinking  of  the  poor  man  who 
needs  to  hunt. 

Mr.  DINGELL.  Let  me  say  to  the 
gentleman  one  other  thing.  This  opens 
up  to  40  percent  of  any  refuge  instead 
of  25  percent.  It  will  open  substantially 


13170 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  HOUSE 


July  21 


more  shooting  grounds  in  the  United 
States.  Instead  of  purchasing  hunting 
lands  at  the  rate  of  about  $1  million 
a  year  we  will  be  spending  about  $6  Vz 
million  to  buy  these  same  lands  for 
nesting  purposes  and  also  for  hunting 
purposes  for  the  kind  of  folks  the  gentle¬ 
man  speaks  about.  Unless  this  bill  passes 
there  will  not  be  any  ducks  to  shoot  in 
the  foreseeable  future. 

Mr.  CUNNINGHAM  of  Iowa.  Mr. 
speaker,  I  withdraw  my  reservation  of 
objection. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
present  consideration  of  the  bill? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Clerk 
read  the  bill,  as  follows: 

Be  it  enacted,  etc..  That  section  2  of  the 
Migratory  Bird  Hunting  Stamp  Act  of  March 
16,  1934,  as  amended  (43  Stat.  451;  16  U.  S.  C. 
718b),  is  amended  by  striking  out  “$2”  and 
inserting  in  lieu  thereof  “$3.” 

Sec.  2.  Subsections  (a)  and  (b)  of  section 
4  of  such  act  (16  U.  S.  C.  718d)  are  amended 
to  read  as  follows : 

“(a)  So  much  as  may  be  necessary  shall 
be  used  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  to 
make  advance  allotments  to  the  Post  Office 
Department  at  such  times  and  in  such 
amounts  as  may  be  mutually  agreed  upon  by 
the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  and  the  Post¬ 
master  General  for  direct  expenditure  by 
the  Post  Office  Department  for  engraving, 
printing,  issuing,  selling,  and  accounting  for 
migratory  bird  hunting  stamps  and  moneys 
received  from  the  sale  thereof,  in  addition  to 
expenses  for  personal  services  in  the  District 
of  Columbia  and  elsewhere,  and  such  other 
expenses  as  may  be  necessary  in  executing 
the  duties  and  functions  required  of  the 
postal  service.  / 

i  “(b)  Except  as  authorized  in  subsection 
(c)  of  this  section,  the  remainder  shall  be 
available  for  the  location,  ascertainment, 
and  acquisition  of  suitable  areas  for  migra¬ 
tory  bird  refuges  under  the  provision  of  the 
Migratory  Bird  Conservation  Act  and  for  the 
administrative  costs  incurred  in  the  acquisi¬ 
tion  of  such  areas:  Provided,  That  not  to  ex¬ 
ceed  40  percent  at  any  one  time  of  any  area 
which  heretofore  has  been  or  which  hereafter 
may  be  acquired,  reserved,  or  set  apart  for 
the  use  of  the  Department  of  the  Interior  as 
an  inviolate  sanctuary  for  migratory  birds 
under  any  law,  proclamation,  or  .Executive 
order  may  be  administered  by  the  Secretary 
of  the  Interior,  in  his  discretion,  as  a  wild¬ 
life  management  area  within  which  the  tak¬ 
ing  of  migratory  game  birds  may  be  permitted 
under  such  regulations  as  he  may  prescribe: 
Provided  further,  That  notwithstanding  the 
fact  that  such  lands  constitute  public  prop¬ 
erty,  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  shall  com¬ 
ply  with  the  requirements  of  section  4  of  the 
Administrative  Procedure  Act  (60  Stat.  238) 
in  issuing  regulations  pursuant  to  the  pre¬ 
ceding  proviso.” 

Sec.  3.  Section  4  of  such  act  is  further 
amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  a  new 
subsection  as  follows: 

"(c)  The  Secretary  of  the  Interior  is  au¬ 
thorized  to  utilize  funds  made  available  un¬ 
der  subsection  (b)  of  this  section  for  the 
purposes  of  such  subsection,  and  such  other 
funds  as  may  be  appropriated  for  the  pur¬ 
poses  of  such  subsection,  or  of  this  subsec¬ 
tion,  to  acquire,  or  defray  the  expenses  inci¬ 
dent  to  the  acquisition  by  gift,  devise,  lease, 
purchase,  or  exchange  of,  small  wetland  and 
pothole  areas.  Interests  therein,  and  rights- 
of-way  to  provide  access  thereto.  Such  small 
areas,  to  be  designated  as  ‘Waterfowl  Produc¬ 
tion  Areas,’  may  be  acquired  without  regard 
to  the  limitations  and  requirements  of  the 
Migratory  Bird  Conservation  Act,  but  all  of 
the  provisions  of  such  act  which  govern  the 
administration  and  protection  of  lands  ac¬ 
quired  thereunder,  except  the  inviolate  sanc¬ 


tuary  provisions  of  such  act,  shall  be  applica¬ 
ble  to  areas  acquired  pursuant  to  this  sub¬ 
section.” 

Sec.  4.  The  amendment  made  by  the  first 
section  of  this  act  shall  become  effective  on 
July  1,  1959.  The  amendment  made  by  sec¬ 
tion  2  of  this  act  making  available  the  net 
proceeds  of  all  moneys  received  in  the  migra¬ 
tory  bird  conservation  fund  for  the  location, 
ascertainment,  and  acquisition  of  waterfowl 
production  areas  and  suitable  areas  for  mi¬ 
gratory  bird  refuges  shall  become  effective 
on  July  1,  1960.  The  remaining  amendments 
made  by  this  act  shall  become  effective  on  the 
date  of  the  enactment  of  this  act.  Any  un¬ 
obligated  balance  remaining  in  the  migratory 
bird  conservation  fund  on  June  30, 1960,  shall 
thereafter  be  available  for  expenditure  only 
for  the  purposes  specified  in  the  Migratory 
Bird  Hunting  Stamp  Act  of  March  16,  1934, 
as  amended  by  this  act. 

With  the  following  committee  amend¬ 
ment: 

On  page  2,  line  23,  after  the  word  “birds” 
insert  “or  resident  species.”  • 

The  committee  amendment  was  agreed 
to. 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  engrossed 
and  read  a  third  time,  was  read  the  third 
time,  and  passed,  and  a  motion  to  recon¬ 
sider  was  laid  on  the  table. 

(Mr.  JOHNSON  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  extend  his  remarks  at  this 
point  in  the  Record.) 

Mr.  JOHNSON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am 
greatly  pleased  to  have  the  opportunity 
today  to  speak  in  support  of  an  amend¬ 
ment  to  the  Duck  Stamp  Act,  in  the  form 
of  S.  2617,  which  will  provide  real  sub¬ 
stance  to  the  efforts  of  conservationists 
and  sportsmen  to  -provide  waterfowl 
refuges  and  management  areas  for  mi¬ 
gratory  birds.  / 

I  share  the  interest  of  my  colleague 
from  Iowa  who  just  noted  that  the  in¬ 
creased  cost  of  the  duck  stamp  might 
keep  some  farm  boys  from  hunting.  In 
fact  I  was  so  concerned  over  just  that 
issue  that  I  conducted  a  survey  last  year 
among  duck  hunters  in  my  district. 
Since  the  Ninth  District  of  Wisconsin  is 
heavily  agricultural  in  nature  it  goes 
without  saying  that  a  large  number  of 
the  hunters  surveyed  are  farm  residents. 
It  can  be  said  to  their  credit,  I  believe, 
that  they  voted  -overwhelmTngly  in  favor 
of  spending  another  dollar  or  even  two  for 
guaranteed  waterfowl  refuge  acquisition. 
It  should  be  pointed  out  that  the  cost  of 
the  stamp  at  $3  is  still  less  than  many 
hunters  pay  for  a  box  of  shells.  The 
clinching  argument  in  favor  of  this  bill 
is  that  duck  hunters  ought  to  have  ducks 
to  fire  at  and  if  we  do  not  begin  setting 
aside  refuges  the  farm  boys  will  not  have 
much  duck  hunting  at  any  price. 

In  my  poll  I  asked  them  if  they  would 
accept  an  increase  in  the  duck  stamp  fee 
if  funds  were  specifically  earmarked  for 
refuge  acquisition.  Seventy-seven  per¬ 
cent  of  the  hunters  said  they  would  ac¬ 
cept  an  increase  if  they  could  be  assured 
the  funds  would  actually  go  to  that 
worthy  purpose.  I  then  introduced  leg¬ 
islation  to  earmark  duck  stamp  revenues. 
The  measure  under  consideration  today 
so  admirably  fulfills  the  intent  of  my  leg¬ 
islation  that  I  support  it  without  hesi¬ 
tation  and  urge  all  fairminded  Members 
of  Congress  to  fulfill  a  longstanding 
obligation  to  sportsmen  to  live  up  to  the 


intent  of  the  original  legislation  and  be¬ 
gin  acquiring  refuges  for  our  waterfowl 
before  it  is  too  late. 

During  the  84th  Congress  I  presented 
a  report  to  the  Congress  on  May  27,  1955, 
as  to  what  was  actually  happening  to 
money  duck  hunters  provided  through 
fees  for  hunting  stamps.  I  made  a  de¬ 
tailed  study  of  the  progress  of  migratory 
bird  legislation  culminating  in  the  pass¬ 
age  in  1934  of  the  Federal  Migratory  Bird 
Hunting  Stamp  Act.  Some  excellent  ad¬ 
vances  were  made  under  that  act  but 
after  1940  it  became  clear  that  more  and 
more  money  provided  by  sportsmen  for 
refuge  acquisition  .was  actually  going  for 
administrative  and  operational  costs. 
The  sportsmen  even  came  to  Congress 
with  a  request  that  the  duck  stamp  price 
be  increased  from  $1  to  $2  so  that  the 
original  purpose  could  be  met.  The  fee 
increased  but  their  money  largely  con- . 
tinued  to  be  used  for  purposes  other 
than  what  they  had  intended. 

In  my  1955  report  I  said: 

Raising  the  price  of  duck  stamps  is  not  the 
answer  to  this  problem,  unless  we  specifically 
write  into  law  a  provision  to  earmark  funds 
for  the  purpose  of  acquiring  waterfowl' 
refuges. 

This,  I  am  very  happy  to  say,  has  been 
done  in  the  law  under  consideration 
today. 

I  understand  that  the  Senate  bill  has 
been  amended  to  provide  for  payment  of 
expenses  to  the  Post  Office  Department 
for  the  stamps  themselves.  I  hope  that 
this  does  not  mean  we  are  letting  the 
camel  get  his  nose  in  the  tent  and  that 
a  loophole  has  been  provided  for  addi¬ 
tional  raids  upon  funds  obtained  in  a 
worthwhile  cause.  Post  Office  charges 
in  connection  with  this  act  quadrupled 
from  1953  to  1954  and  I  certainly  hope 
we  will  not  find  history  repeating  itself  in 
that  regard. 

At  the  time  I  made  my  report  I  called 
for  earmarking  funds  for  acquisition  of 
wildlife  refuges.  I  am  very  pleased  that 
administrative  objections  to  this  proce¬ 
dure  were  overcome  this  year  and  this 
legislation  was  brought  to  the  floor. 


TENDING  THE  COORDINATIOJ 
ACT 

Tlve  Clerk  called  the  bill  (H.  R.13138) 
to  am^nd  the  act  of  March  10, /934,  to 
providNfor  more  effective  integration 
of  a  fishSand  wildlife  conservation  pro¬ 
gram  witlrFederal  water-resource  devel¬ 
opments,  ami  for  other  purposes. 

There  being,  no  objegduon,  the  Clerk 
read  the  bill,  asvJollows 

Be  it  enacted,  ere.,  Tfiat  this  act  may  be 
cited  as  the  “WildlifesDoordination  Act.” 

Sec.  2.  The  first  Ar  sections  of  the  act 
entitled  “An  act  tcypromote  the  conservation 
of  wildlife,  ffshjXnd  game,  and  for  other 
purposes,”  approved  Marto  10,  1934  (16 

U.  S.  C.,  secs.  601-664,  inclusiVf )  are  amended 
to  read  as  foHows: 

“For  tha/purpose  of  recognizing  the  vital 
contribution  of  our  wildlife  resource's  to  the 
Nation,  ^he  increasing  public  interest  and 
significance  thereof  due  to  expansion  of 
our  national  economy  and  other  factors,  and 
to  jfrovide  that  wildlife  conservation  Nshall 
receive  equal  consideration  and  be  coo^di- 
ated  with  other  features  of  water-resourls 
"development  programs  through  the  effectual 
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FARM  LOANS;  BUDGETING.  Both  Houses  received  from  this  Department  a  proposed 
bill  to  provide  for  the  establishment  of  a  revolving  fund  for  certain  FHA 
loans;  to  H,  Agriculture  and  S.  Agriculture  and  Forestry  Committees,  pp. 
,3445 ,  13446 


CLAIMS.  Received  from  this  Department  a  report  of  all  claims  paid  by 
partra^nt  in  the  fiscal  year  1958.  p.  13445 

SENATE 


le  De¬ 


ll.  FARM  PROGRAfL  Began  debate  on  S.  4071,  the  farm  bill.  pp.  13S37-57 

As  reported  by  the  Agriculture  and  Forestry  Committee,  the  bill  is  divided 
into  three  titles,  dealing  with  cotton,  corn  and  feed  graips,  and  rice,  re¬ 
spectively. 

With  respect  ho  cotton,  title  I  provides  for-- 

A  program  for  upland  cotton  for  1959  and  1960  under  which  producers  could 
elect  to  take  a  40  percent  increase  in  their  acreage  allotments  coupled  with 
a  15  percent  of  parity  reduction  in  price  support.  Price  support  for  those 
not  taking  the  lowers  support  would  be  by  purchase  only,  and  Commodity  Credit' 
Corporation  would  be  required  to  sell  cotton/at  not  less  than  110  percent 
of  the  lower  support; 

Upland  and  extra  long\staple  cotton  pr Vce  support  after  1960  at  90 
percent  of  their  respective  average  market  prices  for  the  preceding  3  years, 
but  not  less  than  30  cents\er  pound/m/cidling  inch  in  the  case  of  upland 
cotton; 

Minimum  upland  cotton  marketing  Quotas  after  1960  adequate  to  assure  a 
stable  supply  to  meet  world  needs/ but  not  less  than  the  "larger"  of  (i) 
domestic  consumption  and  export^/\ess  1  million  bales,  or  (ii)  10  million 
bales; 

A  minimum  national  uplandydotton  Acreage  allotment  of  16  million  acres, 
with  each  State  sharing  in  the  national  allotment  in  the  same  proportion 
that  it  shared  in  the  national  allotment  in  1958  (subject  to  adjustments 
pursuant  to  section  344  fx)  of  existing  Law) ; 

A  new  formula  for  computing  national  marketing  quotas  for  extra  long 
staple  cotton  after  I960,  designed  to  minimise  the  effect  of  carryover; 

)  Use  of  a  3-year  adjusted  yield  instead  of  \  5-year  yield  in  converting 

the  national  marketing  quota  to  a  national  acreage  allotment; 

Permanent  extension  of  the  small  farm  cotton  allotment  provisions  of 
existing  law,  with  amendments  to  (a)  increase  thepational  reserve  to  meet 
States'  needs/ror  acreage  to  establish  minimum  farmNallotments  to  310,000 
acres;  (b)  increase  the  minimum  farm  allotment  to  10\cres  or  the  1958 
allotment , /whichever  is  smaller;  and  (c)  permit  estima^-on  of  States'  needs 
after  1959  in  order  to  save  the  cost  of  making  a  trial  allotment  to  deter¬ 
mine  such  needs; 

Allotment  of  such  further  acreage  as  may  be  necessary  to\increase  each 
farn/acreage  allotment  to  the  prescribed  minimum,  with  provision  that  no 
pa/t  of  the  additional  acreage  allotted  to  States,  counties,  oV  farms  by 
ason  of  provisions  relating  to  minimum  farm  allotments  shall  he  counted 
rin  computing  their  respective  future  allotments; 

U6e  of  the  previous  year's  allotment  (instead  of  tillable  acreage  or 
history)  as  a  base  in  making  allotments,  if  that  will  facilitate  eff^tive 
administration; 

Retention  of  surrendered  cotton  acreage  in  the  county  so  long  as  anyN 
cotton  farmer  desires  it; 

Use  of  Middling  linch  instead  of  Middling  seven-eights  as  the  standard 
grade  after  1960;  \ 


\ 


\ 


13. 


Effective  August  1,  1961,  increase  of  minimum  prices  for  Commidity  Credit^ 
Corporation  sales  of  cotton  for  unrestricted  use  to  115  percent  of  the  cur-, ' 
rent  support  price,  plus  reasonable  carrying  charges;  and  exemption  from 


this  requirement  of  a  quantity  equal  to  that  by  which  the  national  marketing 
mota  is  less  than  domestic  consumption  and  exports;  and 


Sr  by 


Express  preservation  of  the  cotton  export  sales  program  provided 
section  203  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1956. 

With^espect  to  corn  and  feed  grains,  title  II  provides,  effective  with  the 
1959  crops,  for-- 

Discontinuance  of  com  acreage  allotments  and  the  commercial  com- 
producing\area; 

Price  support  for  corn  at  90  percent  of  the  3-year  average  price  (adjuste* 
to  offset  thi.  effect  of  abnormal  quantities  of  low-grade  /brn)  ,  but  not  less 
than  $1.10  per\bushel; 

Price  supports  for  oats,  rye,  barley,  and  grain  sorghums  at  fair  and 
reasonable  levels\in  relation  to  corn,  but  not  less  Jraan  60  percent  of 
parity;  and 

Repeal  of  the  provision  for  a  different  com  syfcport  level  in  the  non¬ 
commercial  area. 


With  respect  to  rice,  title  III  provides  for-y 

Permanent  extension  of\£he  present  minimum  national  and  State  acreage 
allotments; 

Price  support  for  1959  anX  1960  at  between  75  to  90  percent  of  parity 
without  regard  to  the  supply  percentages  and 

Price  support  beginning  in  1961  atAo  percent  of  the  3-year  average 
price,  but  not  less  than  $4  per  hundredweight. 

Sen.  Proan^re  submitted  amendment a^o  s°  4071  to  iuthoriee  loans  to  farmer 
associations  for  processing  and  marketing  exterprises  (similar  to  the  REA  pro¬ 
gram)  ;  to  distribute  additional  fo^a  commodities  to  the  school  lunch  program 
and  directly  to  welfare  agencies/ to  provide  for  a  national  security  reserve 
of  food  fiber,  and  biological  oils;  and  to  aphorize  the  President  to  investi¬ 
gate  the  possibility  of  establishing  an  International  Food  and  Fiber  Reserve 
Bank.  p.  13557 


12.  CIVIL  DEFENSE.  Passed  as /Reported  H.  R.  7576,  to  ah^end  the  Federal  Civil  De¬ 
fense  Act  of  1950  so  as/to  permit  the  expansion  of  che  civil-defense  activity 
of  the  Federal  Governpfent  to  assume  more  responsibility  for  the  national  pro¬ 
gram.  pp.  13535-7 


FOREIGN  AID.  Passed  as  reported,  62  to  25,  S.  Res.  264,  f^oring  the  study  of 
the  establishment  of  an  International  Development  Association  by  the  National 
Advisory  Council  on  International  Monetary  and  Financial  Problems.  The  pro¬ 
posed  Ass'n ^uld  provide  a  source  of  long-term  loans  at  low  interest  rates 
payable  in /local  currencies  and  would  utilize  available  local  cmnrency  funds 
such  as  those  built  up  by  Public  Law  480  surplus  sales.  Rejected^,.  40  to  49, 
an  amendment  by  Sen.  Capehart  to  require  the  study  to  include  all  other  in¬ 
ternational  loan  agencies  (pp.  13489-93,  13495-6).  pp.  13463-93,  134Q5-13505. 


14.  FISH  AND  WILDLIFE.  Agreed  to  the  House  amendment  to  S.  2617,  to  authorize  the 

purchase  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  of  wetlands  and  small  areas  for 
migratory  waterfowl  through  the  use  of  funds  gained  from  the  sale  of  Migratory 
Bird  Hunting  Stamps  at  $3  instead  of  $2  each.  This  bill  will  now  be  sent  to 
the  President,  p.  13506  


Agreed  to  the  House  amendment  to  S.  2447,  to  authorize  studies  by  Interior 
of  the  effects  of  insecticides,  herbicides,  fungicides,  and  other  pesticides 
upon  fish  and  wildlife.  This  bill  will  now  be  sent  to  the  President,  p.  13506 
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>.2997.  An  act  for  the  relief  of.  Leobardo 
ianeda  Vargas;  and  \ 

S3314.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  the  city 
of  F\t  Myers,  Fla.,  and  Lee  County,  Fla. 


EXECI 


MESSAGES  REFERRED 


As  in  executive  session, 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Proxmire  in  the  chair)  laid  before  the 
Senate  messages  from  the  President  of 
the  United  Stares  submitting  sundry 
nominations,  which,  were  referred  to  the 
appropriate  committees. 

(For  nominations  this  day  received, 
see  the  end  of  Senate  proceedings.) 

AMENDMENT  OF  MIGRATORY  BIRD 
HUNTING  STAMP  ACT 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  laid  be¬ 
fore  the  Senate  the  amendment  of  the 
House  of  Representatives  to  the  bill  (S. 
2617)  to  amend  the  Migratory  Bird 
Hunting  Stamp  Act  of  March  16,  1934, 
as  amended,  which  was,  on  page  2,  line 
23,  after  “birds”  to  insert  “or  resident 
species.” 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  Mr.  President,  the 
)louse  has  added  only  a  slight  amend¬ 
ment,  which  makes  it  plain  that  in  con¬ 
nection  with  the  designation  of  wildlife 
areas,  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  may 
authorize  the  hunting  of  resident  game 
birds,  as  well  as  migratory  birds. 

I  move  that  the  Senate  concur  in  the 
amendment  of  the  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  L  ANGER.  Mr.  President,  I 
should  like  to  ask  a  question.  Does  the 
bill  increase  the  price  of  the  stamp  from 
$2  to  $3? 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  Yes;  but  every  bit 
of  the  money  will  be  used  for  the  acqui¬ 
sition  of  wildlife  refuges,  except  for  the 
reimbursement  to  the  Post  Office  De¬ 
partment  of  the  cost  of  printing  the 
stamps,  whereas  in  previous  years,  when 
the  stamp  cost  $2,  from  the  collections 
of  approximately  $5  million  annually, 
only  approximately  $1,600,000  was  used 
"or  the  acquisition  of  land;  and  on  that 
asis  it  would  take  approximately  47 
years  to  complete  the  program.  The 
rest  of  the  proceeds  from  the  sale  of  the 
stamps  was  used  for  management, 
policing,  and  so  forth. 

But  under  the  new  program  the  De¬ 
partment  of  the  Interior  must,  in  con¬ 
nection  with  its  own  requests  for  appro¬ 
priations,  include  a  request  for  the 
funds  required  for  the  management  of 
the  wildlife  refuges.  So  every  bit  of  the 
money  the  sportsmen  will  pay  for  the 
stamps  will,  with  the  slight  exception 
noted,  be  used  for  the  acquisition  of 
these  lands. 

Every  wildlife  organization  and  every 
sportsmen’s  organization  approves  the 
bill.  In  fact,  the  Audubon  Society  said 
it  would  guarantee  a  substantial  num¬ 
ber  of  purchases  of  the  stamps,  just  for 
the  sake  of  having  the  additional  wild¬ 
life  refuges  established. 

Mr.  LANGER.  How  much  money  will 
the  stamps  bring  in? 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  Last  year  the  total 
amount  was  close  to  $6  million.  As  a 
result  of  the  increase  of  the  charge  from 


$2  to  $3,  the  proceeds  will  now  be  ap¬ 
proximately  $9  million.  On  that  basis, 
it  will  be  possible  to  complete  the  pro¬ 
gram  in  about  17  or  18  years. 

Mr.  LANGER.  I  thank  the  Senator 
from  Washington. 

CONTINUATION  OF  STUDIES  OF  EF¬ 
FECTS  OF  CERTAIN  INSECTICIDES 
ON  FISH  AND  WILDLIFE 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  laid  be¬ 
fore  the  Senate  the  amendment  of  the 
House  of  Representatives  to  the  bill  (S. 
2447)  to  authorize  and  direct  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  the  Interior  to  undertake  con- 
linuing  studies  of  the  effects  of  insecti¬ 
cides,  herbicides,  fungicides,  and  other 
pesticides,  upon  fish  and  wildlife  for  the 
purpose  of  preventing  losses  of  those  in¬ 
valuable  natural  resources  following  ap¬ 
plication  of  these  materials  and  to  pro¬ 
vide  basic  data  on  the  various  chemical 
controls  so  that  forests,  croplands,  wet¬ 
lands,  rangelands,  and  other  lands  can 
be  sprayed  with  minimum  losses  of  fish 
,nd  wildlife,  which  was,  on  page  2,  after 
e  8,  to  insert ; 

:c.  2.  The  sum  of  $280,000  per  annum/ 
is  hVeby  authorized  to  be  appropriated 
carry \ut  the  objectives  of  this  act. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  Mr.  President/ the 
House  has  added  only  one  amendment, 
which  would  change  the  bill  ir/ only  1 
particular;  Iffie  amendment  authorizes 
an  annual  expropriation  o/  $280,000. 
Although  the  information  z  have  indi¬ 
cates  that  additional  s/ns  may  be 
needed  as  the  prota-am /progresses,  the 
$280,000  will  be  sufficiejzx  to  get  the  work 
under  way.  I  imaging i this  will  be  only 

the  beginning  of  the/rogram- 

Therefore,  I  move  that  cbe  Senate  con¬ 
cur  in  the  amenmnent  of  vie  House  of 
Representatives; 

The  motion/was  agreed  to. 


VISIT  TO  THE  SENATE  BY  VION. 
JULES  BLANCHET,  MINISTEr\c>F 
ST£TE,  REPUBLIC  OF  HAITI 

.  HUMPHREY.  I  yield  to  the  Sen-' 
it/fr  from  Vermont. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Waiting  outside  the 
door  is  a  distinguished  visitor,  the  Hon¬ 
orable  Jules  Blanchet,  Minister  of  State 
of  the  Republic  of  Haiti.  His  position 
t  orresponds  to  that  of  Vice  President  in 
t  he  United  States  of  America.  He  is  not 
e  member  of  the  Haitian  Legislature  or 
Parliament,  and,  therefore,  is  not  eligible 
1 3  come  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate,  under 
t  tie  rules  of  the  Senate.  However,  I  ask 
t  nanimous  consent  that  he  be  permitted 
to  come  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate  long 
e  lough  to  be  introduced  to  Members  of 
toe  Senate,  since  there  is  now  a  rule 
prohibiting  the  introduction  of  a  distin¬ 
guished  visitor  from  the  galleries. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection?  The  Chair  hears  none,  and 
it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  shall  escort  the  distin¬ 
guished  visitor  to  the  floor  of  the  Sen- 
ai  e. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  let 
me  say  that  I  am  in  full  accord  with  the 
request  of  the  Senator  from  Vermont. 


I  have  met  the  distinguished  visitor 
from  the  Republic  of  Haiti.  I  think  it, 
is  a  good  thing  to  have  him  visit  witj 
us. 

[M.  Blanchet  was  thereupon  escorted 
to  the  floor  of  the  Senate  by  Senator 
Aiken.] 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President/  we  are 
honored  today  by  a  visit  from  tne  second 
ranking  official  of  one  of  ou /  neighbor¬ 
ing  republics,  a  republic  vevy  close  to  the 
United  States  not  only  .geographically, 
but  in  political  thinkinf/as  well.  It  gives 
me  pleasure  to  introduce  to  the  Members 
of  the  Senate  ther  Honorable  Jules 
Blanchet,  the  Min/ter  of  State  for  the 
Republic  of  Haiti/ 

[Applause,  Senators  rising.] 


ESTABLISHMENT  OF  UNITED  NA¬ 
TIONS  FORCE 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  Senate 
proceed  to  the  consideration  of  Senate 
Concurrent  Resolution  109. 

le  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The- 
Concurrent  resolution  will  be  stated  by 
'  title. 

The  Chief  Clerk.  A  concurrent  reso¬ 
lution  (S.  Con.  Res.  109)  to  express  the 
sense  of  the  Congress  on  the  establish¬ 
ment  of  the  United  Nations  force. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  present  consideration  of 
the  concurrent  resolution? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Senate 
proceeded  to  consider  the  concurrent 
resolution. 

A  TIME  FOR  DECISION 

Mr.  BRIDGES.  Mr.  President,  Pre¬ 
mier  Khrushchev’s  peremptory  call  for 
a  summit  meeting  on  the  Middle  East 
reads  like  the  presentation  of  an  indict¬ 
ment  of  the  Western  Powers  by  a  prose¬ 
cuting  attorney. 

While  we  should  tell  him  politely  and 
firmly  that  his  denunications  and  saber 
rattling  do  not  disturb  us  in  the  least, 
we  should  also  take  the  occasion  to  put 
the  chips  down  and  call  for  a  showing 
of  the  cards. 

This  is  no  time  for  weakness.  It  is  no 
ime  for  fuzzy  declarations.  It  is  no  time 
for  platitudes. 

lat  is  now  needed  is  cold,  realistic 
clarification  of  where  we  stand,  what 
we  propose  to  do,  and  what  we  expect 
the  Soidirt  Union  to  do. 

We  have  the  opportunity  to  make  a 
bold  strok\  for  peace.  We  have  a 
dramatic  occasion  to  speak  out  for  the 
freedom  of  small  nations.  We  have  a 
chance  to  bringVO  years  of  cold  war  to 
a  head,  with  theXpossibility  of  arrest¬ 
ing  the  treacherous  drift  to  nuclear 
devastation. 

Above  all,  we  have  the  chance  to  lead 
the  world  in  taking  a  giant  step  toward 
stability,  toward  law  andVrder,  toward 
progress  for  the  peoples  or^the  Middle 
East. 

The  situation  demands  onlySfhat  we 
speak  truthfully,  clearly,  and  finely. 

Before  proceeding  to  a  suggestechdec- 
laration  of  policies,  let  me  offer  a  Bdef 
description  of  the  realities  which  make 
a  declaration  of  American  policy  neces¬ 
sary. 


1958 
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underdeveloped  countries  by  making  invest¬ 
ments  in  private  enterprise  in  association 
lywith  private  investors.  The  International 
finance  Corporation  now  has  a  capitaliza- 
treai  of  $93  million  and  has  already  made 
a  number  of  investments.  A  good  example 
of  rte  operations  is  the  investment  of 
$6C0,00q  (repayable  half  in  dollars  and  half 
in  peso^y  in  a  privately  owned  steel-fabri¬ 
cating  company  in  Mexico.  Another  ex¬ 
ample  is  the  investment  of  $200,000  in  a 
Chilean  corporation  engaged  in  development 
of  a  copper  rhine  and  smelter  in  Chile.  As 
times  goes  on\  this  relatively  new  inter¬ 
national  corporation  will  be  of  ever  increas¬ 
ing  aid  to  less  developed  countries. 

The  International  Monetary  Fund  has 
supplied  over  $2.8  bihion  to  member  coun¬ 
tries  to  help  stabilise  their  currencies. 
More  than  $220  million  Of  these  funds  were 
in  currencies  other  than  United  States  dol¬ 
lars.  The  fund  has  over  $6  billion  avail¬ 
able  to  meet  the  future  needs  of  its  mem¬ 
bers. 

This  brief  summary  of  existing  loan  pro¬ 
grams  indicates  rather  clearly  «\at  there 
is  no  need  for  the  proposed  IDA.  The  mere 
establishment  of  a  new  international  or¬ 
ganization  will  not  create  any  additional 
capital.  In  fact,  if  the  IDA  were  set 'up, 
there  is  a  great  likelihood  that  it  would 
cause  funds  to  be  diverted  from  established 
programs.  The  net  effect  of  IDA  would  be 
to  increase  the  international  bureaucracy 
in  the  development  loan  field  without  serv¬ 
ing  any  necessary  or  useful  purpose. 

Homer  E.  Capehart. 

John  W.  Bricker. 


Appendix  A 


COMMENTS  OF  DEPARTMENTS  OF  STATE  AND 
TREASURY  ON  COMMITTEE  PRINT  OF  SENATE 
RESOLUTION  2G4  AS  REVISED 


Department  of  State, 
Washington,  May  20,  1958. 
Hon.  A.  S.  Mike  Monroney, 

United  States  Senate , 

Washington,  D.  C. 

Dear  Senator  Monroney:  Thank  you  for 
your  letter  of  May  8  enclosing  for  our  com¬ 
ment  the  committee  print  of  a  revised  ver¬ 
sion  of  Senate  Resolution  264,  relating  to 
the  proposal  for  an  International  Develop¬ 
ment  Association. 

I  believe  that  it  would  be  desirable  to 
make  a  few  changes  in  the  text  of  the  com¬ 
mittee  print  in  order  to  clarify  the  nature 
of  the  study  called  for  and  to  specify  the 
agency  which  would  conduct  the  study, 
suggested  revision  of  the  proposed  resolutic 
along  these  lines  is  enclosed  for  your  con¬ 
sideration  (see  appendix  B) .  With  Jmese 
changes  the  Department  of  State  ^vould 
favor  its  enactment. 

Sincerely, 

Dougla^Dillon. 

[Enclosure.] 


Treasury  De^rtment, 

W ashingtojl,  May  21,  1958. 
Hon.  A.  S.  Mike  Monronj 
United  States  Senat 

Washington,  D.  C. 

Dear  Senator  MoOrone^y:  In  response  to 
your  letter  of  May  8,  we  believe  it  would 
be  desirable  to  nrfake  a  few  changes  in  the 
text  of  the  conMhittee  print  of  Senate  Reso¬ 
lution  264,  relating  to  the  proposed  Inter¬ 
national  Development  Association.  A  sug¬ 
gested  revision  is  enclosed  for  your  consid¬ 
eration  (^e  appendix  B).  The  changes  are 
intende^r  to  clarify  the  nature  of  the  study 
proposed  in  the  resolution  and  to  specify 
the  agency  to  make  the  study.  The  Treas¬ 
urer  Department  would  favor  the  adoption 
Qy  the  resolution  with  these  changes. 


We  appreciate  your  affording  us  an  oppor¬ 
tunity  to  comment  on  the  resolution. 
Sincerely, 

Julian  B.  Baird, 

Acting  Secretary  of  the  Treasury. 
[Enclosure.] 


Appendix  B 

SENATE  RESOLUTION  264,  AS  REVISED  AND  AP¬ 
PROVED  BY  DEPARTMENTS  OF  STATE  AND 

TREASURY 

Resolved,  That,  recognizing  the  desirabil¬ 
ity  of  promoting  a  greater  degree  of  inter¬ 
national  development  by  means  of  multilat¬ 
eral  loans  based  on  sound  economic  prin¬ 
ciples,  it  is  the  sense  of  the  Senate  that 
prompt  study  should  be  given  by  the  Na¬ 
tional  Advisory  Council  on  International 
Monetary  and  Financial  Problems  with  re¬ 
spect  to  the  establishment  of  an  Interna- 
tonal  Development  Association,  as  an  affiliate 
of  the  International  Bank  for  Reconstruc¬ 
tion  and  Development. 

In  order  to  achieve  greater  international 
trade,  development,  and  economic  well¬ 
being,  such  study  should  include  considera¬ 
tion  of  the  following  objectives: 

(1)  Providing  a  source  of  long-term  loans 
available  at  a  reasonable  rate  of  interest  and^ 
repayable  in  local  currencies  (or  partly  ii 
local  currencies)  to  supplemental  Interi^ 
tional  Bank  lending  activities  and  thereby 
permit  the  prompt  completion  of  worthwhile 
v  Development  projects  which  could  notAither- 
wi^e  go  forward. 

1)  Facilitating,  in  connection  jtfith  such 
loaiAy  the  use  of  local  and  other  foreign  cur¬ 
rencies.  including  those  avahable  to  the 
United  iStates  through  the  s^le  of  agricul¬ 
tural  surpluses  and  througlyother  programs. 

(3)  Insuring  that  funds/Tor  international 
economic  development  caw  be  made  available 
by  a  process  Vhich  wojnd  encourage  multi¬ 
lateral  contributions  for  this  purpose. 

,  (Note. — This  language,  which  modifies 
previous  committal  drafts,  was  accepted  by 
the  committee  ;yCei\  Inserting  the  language 
enclosed  in  parentheses.) 

The  PRESIDING  \QFFICER.  The 
question  isron  agreeing  to  the  resolution. 
On  this  Question  the  yeas  and  nays  have 
been  peered,  and  the  cleiA.  will  call  the 
roll. 

Te  legislative  clerk  called  the  roll. 

[r.  MANSFIELD.  I  announce  that 
le  Senator  from  Tennessee  [Mr.xpoRE], 
rthe  Senator  from  Missouri  [Mr. NHen- 
nings]  ,  the  Senator  from  Florida  \Mr. 
Holland],  and  the  Senator  from  Texas 
[Mr.  Yarborough]  are  absent  on  officii 
business. 

The  Senator  from  Delaware  [Mr. 
Frear]  is  absent  by  leave  of  the  Senate 
attending  the  Interparliamentary  Union 
Conference  in  Rio  de  Janiero,  Brazil. 

The  Senator  from  Massachusetts  [Mr. 
Kennedy]  is  absent  because  of  illness. 

The  Senator  from  Arkansas  [Mr.  Mc¬ 
Clellan]  is  absent  because  of  a  death 
in  his  family. 

I  further  announce  that  if  present  and 
voting,  the  Senator  from  Delaware  [Mr. 
Frear],  the  Senator  from  Tennessee  [Mr. 
Gore],  the  Senator  from  Missouri  [Mr. 
Hennings],  the  Senator  from  Florida 
[Mr.  Holland],  the  Senator  from  Mas¬ 
sachusetts  [Mil  Kennedy],  and  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Texas  [Mr.  Yarborough] 
would  each  vote  “Yea.” 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  West  Virginia  [Mr.  Hob- 
litzell]  is  absent  because  of  official  busi¬ 


ness,  having  been  appointed  by  the 
President  to  attend  the  49th  Congress  of 
the  Interparliamentary  Union  in  B(o  de 
Janeiro.  If  present  and  voting,  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  West  Virginia  [Mi.^Ioblit- 
zell]  would  vote  “Yea.” 

The  Senator  from  West  Vjfginia  [Mr. 
Revercomb]  is  absent  on  official  business. 


The  result  was  annour 

Iced — yeas  62, 

nays  25, 

as  follows:  / 

YEAS-762 

Aiken 

Green  / 

Murray 

Allott 

Haydenr 

Neuberger 

Anderson 

Hill  / 

O'Mahoney 

Beall 

Hurafphrey 

Pastore 

Bennett 

Ivae 

Payne 

Bible 

Jackson 

Potter 

Bush 

yflavits 

Proxmire 

Carlson 

/ Johnson,  Tex. 

Purtell 

Carroll 

/  Johnston,  S.  C. 

Robertson 

Case,  N.  J. 

/  Jordan 

Russell 

Case,  S.  Djj 

ffi.  Kefauver 

Saltonstall 

Chavez  / 

Kerr 

Smathers 

Churchr 

Kuchel 

Smith,  Maine 

Clar'eY 

Lausche 

Smith,  N.J. 

Cooler 

Long 

Sparkman 

DiBKsen 

Magnuson 

Stennis 

Douglas 

Mansfield 

Symington 

Eastland 

McNamara 

Talmadge 

Ervin 

Monroney 

'Thye 

Flanders 

Morse 

Wiley 

Fulbright 

Morton 

NAYS— 25 

Barrett 

Ellender 

Martin,  Pa.  1 

Bricker 

Goldwater 

Mundt 

Bridges 

Hickenlooper 

Schoeppel 

Butler 

Hruska 

Thurmond 

Byrd 

Jenner 

Watkins 

Capehart 

Knowland 

Williams 

Cotton 

Langer 

Young 

Curtis 

Malone 

Dworshak 

Martin,  Iowa 

NOT  VOTING— 9 

Frear 

Hoblitzell 

McClellan 

Gore 

Holland 

Revercomb 

Henning's 

Kennedy 

Yarborough 

So  the  resolution  (S.  Res.  264)  was 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  that  the  vote  by  which  the  resolu¬ 
tion  was  agreed  to  be  reconsidered. 

Mr.  MONRONEY.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  to  lay  on  the  table  the  motion  to 
reconsider. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Proxmire  in  the  chair) .  The  question 
is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion  to  lay  on 
the  table  the  motion  to  reconsider. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  w: 
agreed  to. 


MESSAGES  FROM  THE  PRESIDENT- 
APPROVAL  OF  BILLS 


lessages  in  writing  from  the  Presi- 
den\of  the  United  States  were  commu¬ 
nicated  to  the  Senate  by  Mr.  Miller,  one 
of  hisv>ecretaries,  and  he  announced 
that  on  l^uly  22,  1958,  the  President  had 
approved  imd  signed  the  following  acts: 

S.  628.  An  Vet  to  direct  the  Secretary  of 
the  ’Army  to  camvey  certain  property  located 
at  Boston  NecX  Narragansett,  Washington 
County,  R.  I.,  to Vie  State  of  Rhode  Island; 

S.  692.  An  act  toVetermine  the  rights  and 
interests  of  the  Na^dio  Tribe,  Hopi  Tribe, 
and  individual  Indiar\  to  the  area  set  aside 
by  Executive  order  of  Da^ember  16,  1882,  and 
for  other  purposes; 

S.  1524.  An  act  for  the  Vjief  of  Laurance 
F.  Safford. 

S.  2474.  An  act  directing  tlVSecretary  of 
the  Navy  to  convey  certain  laiX  situated  in 
the  State  of  Virginia  to  the  Boan^of  Super¬ 
visors  of  York  County,  Va.; 


<  k  in  •  u  flic-  <•  i  : 


Public  Law  85-585 
85th  Congress,  S.  2617 
August  1,  1958 

AN  ACT 

To  amend  the  Migratory  Bird  Hunting  Stamp  Act  of  March  16, 19:14,  as 

amended. 


Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  the  House  of  Representatives  of  the 
United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled ,  That  section  2  of 
the  Migratory  Bird  Hunting  Stamp  Act  of  March  16,  1934,  as 
amended  (48  Stat.  451;  16  U.  S.  C.  718b),  is  amended  by  striking  out 
“$2”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  “$3”. 

Sec.  2.  Subsections  (a)  and  (b)  of  section  4  of  such  Act  (16  U.  S.  C. 
718d)  are  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“(a)  So  much  as  may  be  necessary  shall  be  used  by  the  Secretary 
of  the  Interior  to  make  advance  allotments  to  the  Post  Office  Depart¬ 
ment  at  such  times  and  in  such  amounts  as  may  be  mutually  agreed 
upon  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  and  the  Postmaster  General 
"'\or  direct  expenditure  by  the  Post  Office  Department  for  engrav- 
Jmg,  printing,  issuing,  selling,  and  accounting  for  migratory  bird 
hunting  stamps  and  moneys  received  from  the  sale  thereof,  in  addi¬ 
tion  to  expenses  for  personal  services  in  the  District  of  Columbia 
and  elsewhere,  and  such  other  expenses  as  may  be  necessary  in  exe¬ 
cuting  the  duties  and  functions  required  of  the  postal  service. 

“(b)  Except  as  authorized  in  subsection  (c)  of  this  section,  the  re¬ 
mainder  shall  be  available  for  the  location,  ascertainment,  and 
acquisition  of  suitable  areas  for  migratory  bird  refuges  under  the 
provisions  of  the  Migratory  Bird  Conservation  Act  and  for  the 
administrative  costs  incurred  in  the  acquisition  of  such  areas:  Pro¬ 
vided,  That  not  to  exceed  40  per  centum  at  any  one  time  of  any  area 
which  heretofore  has  been  or  which  hereafter  may  be  acquired,  re¬ 
served,  or  set  apart  for  the  use  of  the  Department  of  the  Interior  as 
an  inviolate  sanctuary  for  migratory  birds  under  any  law,  proclama¬ 
tion,  or  Executive  order  may  be  administered  by  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior,  in  his  discretion,  as  a  wildlife  management  area  within  which 
the  taking  of  migratory  game  birds  or  resident  species  may  be  per¬ 
mitted  under  such  regulations  as  he  may  prescribe :  Provided  further , 
That,  notwithstanding  the  fact  that  such  lands  constitute  public 
property,  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  shall  comply  with  the  require¬ 
ments  of  section  4  of  the  Administrative  Procedure  Act  (60  Stat.  238) 

>  issuing  regulations  pursuant  to  the  preceding  proviso.” 

Sec.  3.  Section  4  of  such  Act  is  further  amended  by  adding  at  the 
end  thereof  a  new  subsection  as  follows : 

“(c)  The  Secretary  of  the  Interior  is  authorized  to  utilize  funds 
made  available  under  subsection  (b)  of  this  section  for  the  purposes 
of  such  subsection,  and  such  other  funds  as  may  be  appropriated  for 
the  purposes  of  such  subsection,  or  of  this  subsection,  to  acquire,  or 
defray  the  expense  incident  to  the  acquisition  by  gift,  devise,  lease, 
purchase,  or  exchange  of,  small  wetland  and  pothole  areas,  interests 
therein,  and  rights-of-way  to  provide  access  thereto.  Such  small  areas, 
to  be  designated  as  ‘Waterfowl  Production  Areas’,  may  be  acquired 
without  regard  to  the  limitations  and  requirements  of  the  Migratory 
Bird  Conservation  Act,  but  all  of  the  provisions  of  such  Act  which 
govern  the  administration  and  protection  of  lands  acquired  there¬ 
under,  except  the  inviolate  sanctuary  provisions  of  such  Act,  shall  be 
applicable  to  areas  acquired  pursuant  to  this  subsection.” 

Sec.  4.  The  amendment  made  by  the  first  section  of  this  Act  shall 
become  effective  on  July  1,  1959.  The  amendment  made  by  section  2 
of  this  Act  making  available  the  net  proceeds  of  all  moneys  received 
in  the  migratory  bird  conservation  fund  for  the  location,  ascertain- 


Migratory  bird 
hunting  stamp. 


Advance  allot¬ 
ments  to  Post 
Office . 


Acquisition  of 
bird  refuges. 

45  Stat.  1222. 
16  USC  715. 


72  Stat.  486. 
72  Stat.  487. 


5  USC  1003. 

"Waterfowl  Pro¬ 
duction  Areas". 


45  Stat.  1222. 
16  USC  715. 


Effective  dates. 


48  Stat.  451. 
16  USC  718- 
718h. 
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72  Stat.  487. 

ment,  and  acquisition  of  Waterfowl  Production  Areas  and  suitable 
areas  for  migratory  bird  refuges  shall  become  effective  on  July  1, 
1960.  The  remaining  amendments  made  by  this  Act  shall  become 
effective  on  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act.  Any  unobligated 
balance  remaining  in  the  migratory  bird  conservation  fund  on  June 
30,  1960,  shall  thereafter  be  available  for  expenditure  only  for  the 
purposes  specified  in  the  Migratory  Bird  Hunting  Stamp  Act  of 
March  16, 1934,  as  amended  by  this  Act. 

Approved  August  1,  1958. 
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